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FOREWORD 


I EOXARD Nelson, that remarkable German philosopher with the 
the very English name, is practically unknown in this coun- 
^ try, even to the philosophic community. I knew nothing 
about him myself until one of his former pupils. Dr. Julius Kraft, 
sent me some of the essays contained in this book and asked whether 
I thought they merited publication. I had no hesitation in saying that 
they did. Leonard Nelson should be better known. He was an ar- 
resting personality; by all accounts he was a strikingly original 
teacher; and he was a philosopher whose words have a special im- 
portance in our own time. 

As for Nelson personally, what impresses one first is the variety 
of achievements he crowded into a life that \vas far too short. He died 
at forty-five, leaving behind him a three-volume work on the foun- 
dations of ethics and politics; substantial books on jurisprudence and 
on the theory of knowledge; a treatise, still unpublished, on the his- 
tory of metaphysics; and a great many essays on mathematics, 
epistemology, and educational theory. So far. he sounds like many 
another sedulous German professor. But he was more than that. He 
was moulded of the stuff of which reformers are made. In accordance 
with the principles of an exacting ethics, he lived with Spartan sim- 
plicity and Stoic self-discipline. He practiced as well as preached 
new methods of teaching, and in order to carry out more freely his 
educational and social principles, he founded the Walkemiihle 
School near Cassel. One of its chief aims was to train its pupils in 
enlightened and liberal citizenship. Not unnaturally it fell under the 

ban of Hitler and had to be transferred first to Denmark and later to 
England. 

Nelson was an ardent internationalist, an outspoken opponent of 
power politic, and an eloquent advocate of the sort of law, domestic 
and mtemational, that is based on a common reason. On July 3 1 
i9i4> the day before the outbreak of the Eirst World War, he ended 
fus long cycle of lectures on the philosophy of politics with a plan 
md a plea for a Lea^e of Nations. “The glory of a nation,” he said, 
like that of an individual, does not consist in things which one can 
jrasp with one s hands or of which one can deprive another, but con- 
sists only m the innate spirit of justice.” The lecture could not at the 
me appear m prmt, but Nelson did succeed in nuhlishina in 



VI 


Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 

midst of the war a fearless book on Jurisprudence 'without Justice, in 
^\■hich he indicted all legal systems that contribute to the cult of 
power. Though he did not live into the Hitler regime, his influence 
definitely dick One of his students writes: “All Nelson’s pupils 
\\ ho remained in Germany were engaged, as long as they were not 
imprisoned, in underground or other illegal work against Nazism.” 

His courage as well as his philosophy left its mark. 

Secondly, Nelson developed in his own classrooms a method of 
teachincT philosophy that seems to have been extraordinarily effec- 
tive. He'believed it to be derived from the nature of the subject itself. 
^^Tat is philosophy essentially? It is not a body of historical fact to 
be transmitted, nor of established scientific law to be painstakingly 
mastered. It is a special kind of mental activity directed toward a 
soecial end If we can agree about this end, we can perhaps also agree 
about the actiyitv% and about the best means by which one mind 
may induce it in' others. Leonard Nelson belonged to the Kantian 
tradition and believed that the business of philosophy was cnncism, 
the brineincT to light of the fundamental presuppositions of our 
thinkincT, the ultimate standards— logical, ethical, esthetic that are 
impliciHn our ordinarv' judgments. Nobody can tell us from the out- 
side what these presuppositions are, since nobody but ourselves can 
know what we really think; we must see these things for ourselves; 
we must arrive at them through a process of self-exammanon and 
self-criticism. The function of the teacher is to help this process for 

" Xou- this is ptecisdv the conception of Socrates^ Philosophy in 

his hands -as self-examination. Since the unexarained life seemed to 

him hardly n orth livim:, he set himself up as the midxvife to men s 
mis heipinn them ti bring to birth m clear understanding the 

"at do we realif mean when 


” “cause,” “true,” ” 


tleln&eli— arduous process of getdng 

clear ™ “ ^tv which he believed had never 

bcen"lpas,sed. To the defense of this belief he devotes what is per- 

'Tu"sfsriiri:Lrlplli^ Nelson merits a 

hearing: la' J™*4"|„ce One'rfihi I'lSltaa’cter- 

E of' our le on^ the intellectual side is its loss of confidence m 
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reason. Psychological analysts tell us that our subterranean minds 
are nests of irrational complexes constantly pulling us unawares out 
of the rational course; indeed, the desire to be rational is itself one 
of these complexes and not the least dangerous of them. Analysts in 
logic tell us that the only certainties left to us are tautologies in which 
we make clear to ourselves our own meanings; certainty about any- 
thinsT in nature — rational knowledge of anything outside our own 
meanings — is set dow as illusion. Analysts of ethical judgment tell 
us that there are no rational insights in ethics, for an ethical judg- 
ment is only the expression of feeling. Analysts in the social sciences 
remind us that in view of the variety of human mores, to speak any 
longer of the reasonable action or of a single standard of rightness 
is the mark of provincialism. 

Leonard Nelson was not unaware of these tendencies; they had 
all begun to show themselves before he laid down his pen. But he 
would have none of them. His attitude toward the nominalists and 
relativists was a little like that of Kant to^^'ard Hume: he felt sure 


they were mistaken and set himself, as we have seen, to elicit from 
experience and place in a clear light those principles that were be- 
yond rational questioning. For him these principles were incapable of 
proof in the sense of being derived from anything else; they were not 
tautologies; they were not empirical generalizations; they were not 
posmlates, accepted merely because experience confirmed them. 
They were synthetic a priori insights. If Nelson had been writing to- 
day, he would have used different and more guarded language, and 
it is not unlikely that some of the principles he gives as examples of 
such insight would need to be re-examined. Nor is the reader always 
happy, even where he agrees with Nelson, about the involved way in 
which simple things are sometimes said. But in urging that a self- 
critical reason can lay hold of principles that are more than tautolo- 
gies, principles that yield important truth about values and about the 
nature of things, I believe that Nelson was on the right road. That 
road should be further explored. In view of the developments since 
his death, its exploration is needed all the more urgently. It is to be 
hoped that these essays wnW convey some sense of the man and his 
thought to readers in lands not his own, and perhaps prompt some 
other^mind to continue an inquiry so ably begun and so prematurely 


Yale University, 

December i, 


Brand Blanshard 




INTRODUCTION 


THIS first American publication of selected philosophical essays by 
Leonard Nelson (1882-1927) marks the beginning of a comprehen- 
sive effort to bring to the attention of the L.nglish-speaking world the 
work of a creative German philosopher which, up to now, has been 
generally unknown, and the significance of which is almost entirely 
unrecognized. This lack of international attention is all die more 
noteworthy since Nelson s philosophical work is characterized by a 
rare clarity and timeliness, and his life, which was devoted to think- 
ing and teaching and to the educational and political renewal of 
human civilization, was the life of a citizen of the world. 

The breadth and quality of Nelson’s w'riting can be measured by 
the fact that it embraces almost all branches of philosophy, and that 
in both its critical and its constructive aspects it is concerned with 
problems of the first order. Nelson did not hesitate to challenge the 
entire structure of such epochal doctrines as Cohen’s and Natorp s 
neo-Kantianism, Mach’s empiricism, and ^ngler’s historistical mys- 
ticism; he developed a fully documents and penetratingly ex- 
ecuted reinterpretation of the historv^ of metaphysics since Hume; 
and he accomplished the imposing task of erecting a complete system 
of ethics together with its epistemological foundation. In like manner 
Nelson’s practical w'ork was concerned with the root difficulties of 
social, political, and educational conditions, never with their surface 
problems. As a philosophical teacher Nelson demanded of his 
students the keenest clarity of understanding, and himself adhered 
to unique standards of lucidity in instruction, making him a modern 
Socratean ^ in deed and not merely in w^ord. It w'as characteristic 
of him not only inside, but outside the university as well, that he 
translated his teachings into action. Not satisfied merely with con- 

o 

templation and waiting, with lecturing and discussing in the old and 
distinguished University of Gottingen, he founded his own Philo- 
sophical-Political Academy (at iMelsungen near Gassel) for the 
education of responsible political leaders.- 


1. Nelson’s lecture, “The Socratic Method” (see this volume, p. i), gives s 
vivid account of the method of philosophical exercises practiced by him at the 
University of Gottingen for eighteen years (1909-27). 

2. A future political histor}'' of Germany will have to record how, out of rhi: 
Academy and the youth groups connected with it, came a number of heroic mci 
and women who fought against the National Socialist regime and who, since th< 
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Whatever may be the lasting value of Nelson’s theoretical and 
practical work, its scope and level entitled it to serious consideration. 
How is it that his work, and especially his philosophical writings, 
failed to attract more general attention? The answer is very simple; 
Nelson was a philosophical heretic of the twentieth century, and his 
heresies were of such an outspoken and universal character that they 
earned him the sworn enmity of the dominant philosophical schools 
in Germany and brought him into conflict ^vith her whole cultural 
atmosphere. Pubhc indifference to Nelson in Germany, however, 
was bound to have the most adverse consequences for the interna- 
tional recognition of his work, and so it had. 

Nelson’s fundamental heresy was his conviction that there is one, 
and only one, philosophical truth, and that it is attainable by think- 
ino-.3 xhis conviction, inspiring his whole life, was squarely opposed 
to^he spirit of his time, which, for the first one or two decades of 
the century, was characterized by skepticism, and then turned more 
and more in the direction of mysticism, developments that were 
climaxed by the imposition on the German people of National 
Socialism as the obligator)’- world-view— just five years after Nel- 
son’s premature death. This unexampled cultural breakdown may be 
viewed as a dramatic historical commentary on the practical import 
of warnings Nelson had uttered time and again. He had always con- 
tended that the rejection of rational philosophical truth by his con- 
temporaries could result only in subjection to an invented irraaonal 
“truth.” The intense awareness of this danger gives to Nehon s cna- 
cal and constructive writings a uniquely passionate tone. He is never 
indifferent; he always takes a determined stand. But it is the stand of a 
thoroughly prepared case. Even the severest critic wiU not find in 
Nelson^ w-ritings that “dim magmficence’ which, as Macaulay says, 
“if it is admitted into a demonstration ... is very much worse than 

absolute nonsense.” 

Nelson’s philosophical work-the most mature parts of which are 
the Lectures on the Foundations of Ethics ^ and the yet unpubhshed 

faU of that regime, have borne with equal courage their share m the struggle for 

' Ta 'nl?eThdc°af accouSTSi; guiding conviction may be found in the 

essay, “The Art of Philosophamg” (see this P- ^ j • praktischen 

Vorlesimgen uber die Grundlagen dn Ethk Vol 

litlk {System of the Philosophy of Law and Politics) (1924)- 
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“Lectures on the History of Metaphysics” “ — is the achievement of 
a superior power of abstraction and of an iron will, both of them 
formed and purified by theoretical and practical influences of great 
significance. The most momentous of them is a philosophical redis- 
covery that Nelson made when only a high-school student. Just as 
Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdy (to whom Nelson was related through 
his mother’s family) rediscovered Bach’s forgotten masterpiece, 
“The Passion According to St. Matthew,” so Nelson rediscovered 
the forgotten writing of a forgotten philosopher, J. F. Fries (1773- 
1843), whose work had fallen into oblivion by a coincidence of ad- 
verse cultural and political circumstances, namely, the crushing ef- 
fect of post-Kantian philosophical mysticism — as cultivated by 
Fichte, Hegel, Schelling — and the police state of Metternich. 

The rediscovery of Fries’s New or Anthropological Critique of 
Reason (2d ed., 1828; reprinted in 1935), his System of Metaphysics 
(1824), The History of Philosophy Set Forth in Accordance with 
the Progress of Its Scientific Development (1837-40),® and of nu- 
merous other books and essays by him and his pupils (particularly 
E. F. Apelt) was the spark that kindled the flame of devotion to a 
rebirth of critical philosophy, which burned all through Nelson’s 
life. Nelson’s study of Fries convinced him that the Fichte-Hegel- 
Schelling school was mistaken in arrogating to itself the role of car- 
rying on the work of Kant, and that, therefore, the failure of its 
speculations did not imply the failure of critical philosophy. The 
study of Fries convinced him further that the cultivation of critical 
philosophy excludes the blind acceptance of the Kantian letter. Con- 
tintmg and extending the penetrating critical analysis applied by 
Maimon (1754-1800) to Kant’s transcendental proofs (which 
Maimon demonstrated to be circular). Fries subjected Kant’s whole 
system to rigorous criticism. The result was to eliminate metaphys- 
ical a^osticism and epistemological subjectivism from the structure 
of critical philosophy.’^ 


5- ‘Vorlesimgen uber die Geschichte der Metaphysik,” Pt. I, “Fortschritte der 
Metaphysik, i^besondere bei Hume und Kant” (“Advances in Metaphysics Par- 
ticdarly in Hume and Kant”); Pt. II, “Riickschritte der Metaphysik seit Kant” 

A a ; P'- Ph “Fortschritte der Metaphysik seit 

( Advances m Metaphysics since Kant ). “ ^ 

6 . Neue oder anthropologische Kritik der Vernunft; System der Metaphysik- 

7 . Fries s central technical procedure is a reconsideration of the relation be- 
een metaphysip, epistemology, and psycholog)' of knowledtre a hiehlv im 

portant methodological subject taken u^agamYn one of Sn’s fiTLa": 
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This structure is determined by the requirement that philosophy 
be established within the limitations of human knowledge. Trivial 
though it may seem, this requirement is nevertheless a most fruitful 
principle, the disregard of which has largely characterized the history 
of philosophy. Though it obliges us neither to assert that space, time, 
causality, the moral law, or even God is inherent in a "universal con- 
sciousness,” nor to advocate a demohtion of metaphysics, it does de- 
mand of us that we give an account of the elements of knowledge 
out of which it is possible for the human mind to construct meta- 
physics. Fries undertook to show how the method of the critique of 
reason had to be modified if it was to apply to the foundation of the 
theoretical sciences, and to ethics, art, and religion. Without f allin g 
into epistemological subjectivism or metaphysical agnosticism, he 
demonstrated how this revised critique supported the fundamental 
finding of Kant about Leibniz’ logicism and Hume’s empiricism, 
namely, that both collapse under the impact of the theory of the 
synthetic a priori propositions. He went on to show that Kant was 
also right as against Aristotle, whose realism breaks down before the 
distinction between the phenomenal and the noumenal aspects of 
the universe. 


His lifelong association with critical philosophy, although the 
most significant, was not the only formative theoretical influence on 
Nelson’s intellectual development. There were at least two others, 
mathematics and social science. His mathematical studies under Hes- 
senberg, and under Hilbert whose friendship and high intellectual 
esteem he enjoyed, gave him a thorough acquaintance with mathe- 
matical methods and sharpened his logical tools. His friendship with 
Franz Oppenheimer ® introduced him to the sociology of the state 
and to economic theory, and exposed him to an honest criticism of 
Marxism. As a consequence, all his life he was opposed to the dogma- 

“The Critical Method and the Relation of Psychology to Philosophy” (see this 
volume, p. 105). This essay is the best introduction to the delineation of Kant’s 
transcendental and Fries’s psychological method of the critique of reason and of 
the related distinction between the analysis (“exposition”) and the validation (“de- 
duction”) of philosophical principles. 

8. The names of both Hessenberg and Oppenheimer appear as co-editors of the 
Abhandlwigen der Fries' schen Schule. Netie Folge, established by Nelson in 1904. 
The first Abhandhmgen der Fries'schen Schule was established in 1847 by Apelt 
(author of a comprehensive textbook on critical philosophy in its Friesian version, 
Metaphysik [1857], re-edited by R. Otto [1910]), Schleiden (the biologist), Schlo- 
milch (the mathematician), and H. Schmid (a Fries pupil who made important 
contributions to the philosophy and psychology of religion and published very 
stimulating Lectures on the Nature of Philosophy {V orlesungen iiber das Wesen 
der Philosophie (1836) ], re-edited by R. Otto [1911, 1948]). 
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tism of historical materialism, and when, after the First A\"orId War, 
he made a trip to Russia, he did not hesitate to speak out against what 
he considered to be the errors of this doctrine. Nelson’s ethical sys- 
tem, however, with its insistence on a realistic approach to human 
society, bears witness to the fruitfulness of his acquaintance with 
social science. 

Even more important proved to be his contacts with social reality, 
which largely determined the direction of his philosophical work, 
that is, its gravitation toward ethics. Nelson was reared in a highly 
cultured Berlin family, his father a distinguished lawyer of idealistic 
outlook, his mother a woman with considerable talent for drawing, 

w^hich her son inherited. Youns^ Nelson did not find hiffh school or 

• • • ^ ® 

umversity very congenial; he looked back with horror to his later 
high-school years. His concern with philosophical scrutiny, which 
developed very early, suffered under the dogmatism that pervaded 
the teaching methods of even one of the best high schools in Berlin, 
and his keen sense of personal dignity and independence made him 
hate the traditional methods of school discipline. Nelson’s university 
studies at Berlin, Heidelberg, and Gottingen gave him a solid grasp 
of mathematics and the natural sciences, including psychology, and 
of their methods. \ et in none of these universities did he find satis- 
faction for his philosophical longings. His technical philosophical 
education, therefore, was acquired almost entirely through self- 
study guided by his rediscovery of Fries.“ ^ 

The field to which the tools thus acquired ivere to be mainly ap- 
plied was largely determined by the historical events of the time: 
the F ust orld War, the social and cultural tensions of the ^^Yimar 
Republic, and the international political crisis stemming from the 
Russian Revolution. Nelson lived through these events not as a pas- 
sive phdosophic bystander but as a man who increasinc^ly felt the 
responsibility to contribute his gifts of clear thought and unswerv- 
mg purpose to the struggle to free mankind from the recurrent tor- 
ment of political “destinies.” Nelson’s zeal for a higher form of social 
existence than can be found m a world tom by wars, class conflicts, 
and cdtural dismtegration made it imperative for him to devote his 
thought to a study and appraisal of all serious movements in the fur- 
therance of peace, social justice, and cultural progress. Practical con- 

9. Nelson’s philosophical dissertation, “Jakob Friedrich Fripc 
^tiker” (“Jacob FrUich Fries and hI MosrRec nt 
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siderations, then, and not theoretical preferences, determined Nel- 
son’s preoccupation with ethics, and the logical rigor of his ethical 
system is the expression not of an intellectualistic motivation but 
of an intellectually refined conscience. 

Nelson was a person of fearless directness who never equivocated, 
his work even showing evidence of a certain intellectual and prac- 
tical obstinacy. He pursued the ideal of the acting philosopher in 
the Platonic sense of the word, yet in certain phases of his educa- 
tional and political activity there is a tendency to fanatical activism, 
and his philosophizing was not entirely free of overemphasis on the 
finality of results and on the exclusiveness of specific approaches to 
complex problems. Correspondingly, there were traces of harshness 
in his personality. But his self-sacrificing devotion to truth and jus- 
tice was such a powerful force in his fife and in his work that his 
limitations may be said to be merely what Goethe called the “Er den- 
rest zu tragen peinlich.” 

Notwithstanding Nelson’s preoccupation with ethics, he made 
great contributions to theoretical philosophy, witness his papers on 
general epistemology and the methodology of science, and his unpub- 
lished history of metaphysics, a historical systematic introduction 
to the entire field of critical metaphysics. Nelson’s most exhaustive 
work in general epistemology, his On the So-called '^Troble 7 n of 
Knowledge'' (1908),!® has to be viewed in the light of the fact that 
the prevailing trend in Continental philosophy during at least the 
first decade of the century was almost exclusively toward preoccu- 
pation with Erkenntnistheorie. This Erkenntnistheorie is, of course, 
an echo of Kant’s critique of reason, though only a very remote one, 
indeed. The neo-Kantians, the empiricists, and the phenomenolo- 
gists had substituted for the basic problem of an analysis of knowl- 
edge the problem of finding a criterion for the vahdity of knowledge 
in general. This problem admits only of circular “solutions” and is 
therefore fictitious. The elimination of this problem, however, was 
by no means intended to discredit epistemology and metaphysics. 
On the contrary, the critical review of the post-Kantian epistemol- 
ogy in On the So-called ‘Troblem of Knowledge" shows how 
powerful were the tools supplied by Fries’s epistemological methods 

for the foundation of rational metaphysics. ^ ^ 

Whereas this essay departs in important points from Kant’s pro- 
cedures (though not from his systematic intentions) , Nelson’s con- 

10 . Vber das sogenannte Erkenntnis-Problem. 
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triburions to the methodology’’ of mathematics and the empirical 
sciences are chiefly concerned with the reformulation and defense 
of some of the basic theories of the Critique of Pure Reason. Kant 
asserts that both mathematics and empirical science stand or fall on 
the assumption of synthetic propositions a priori. Nelson very early 
recognized the crucial character of this assumption, and never lost 
sight of it. This is evident in the “Remarks on Non-Euclidean 

o 

Geometry’ and the Basis of Mathematical Certainty” (1905-6), in 
“Is a Natural Science Free of Metaphysics Possible?” (1908), and 
his lecture on “Critical Philosophy and .Mathematical Axiomat- 

,” “ which he dehvered in 1927 shortly’ before his death. All these 

essay’s have the character of preparatory studies testing the Kantian 
assertion regarding synthetic propositions a priori on scientific de- 
velopments, such as non-Euclidean geometry and mathematical 
a.xiomatics, unknown to Kant, and on modern methodological theo- 
ries, such as mathematical conventionalism and Mach’s empiricism. 
The result is a strong vindication of Kant’s fundamental discovery. 

This outcome is, in a sense, less remote from the present state of 
methodological discussion than may appear at first glance. The 
nominalistic dissolution of science into man-made symbol systems — 
this newest phase in the evolution of empiricist methodology — en- 
tails the consequence that consistent empiricism is incompatible ^vith 
the assumption that there is scientific knowledge. ContrariM’ise, ad- 
herence to this assumption compels the abandonment of an empir- 
icist methodology’. That such an abandonment cannot be carried 
out in the form of a new logicism is sufficiently established by the 
failure of logicistic undertakings from Leibniz to Russell. The’hour 
has come, therefore, to reconsider seriously the feasibility of a 

methodology of science that employs as one of its basic constructive 
tools the concept of the synffietic proposition a priori. jj^ 

1 1. ‘Bemerkungen iiber die Xicht-Euklidische Geometrie und den Ursprung der 
mathemaoschen Gewissheit”; “ 1 st metaphysikfreie Xamnvissenschaft mdgliciy’’- 

^asche PWosophie und mathematische Axiomatik.” “Critical Philosophy and 
Alathemaacal Axiomancs ’ appears in this volume, p. 158. ^ ' 

II. Nelson did not overlook tlie epistemological imponance of logic proper. His 
Remarks on the Paradox^ of Russell and Burali-Forti” (“Bemerkungen^zu den 
Pyadoxien son Russell und Burali-Forti [zusammen mit Kurt Grellinf]’’) written 
\u* GreUing, formulated for the first time the now faimliar paradox ofwords bein<T 
ssS h or heterological. It should be noted further that nvo outstanding 

Son o"e their philosophical education to 

Nelson, Grete Hermann, subjected modern physics and its 

“ f' ™)’ > pi>iio»pwcai SS d 

by Ndsoa s methodological approach to science. Her care/uUy reasohed tesoitl 



XVI 


Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 

ess it will become apparent that such irreconcilable doctrines as 
mathematical conventionalism and mathematical intuitionism, phys- 
icalistic positivism and the mystical philosophy of physics of Ed- 
dington and others, all contain valid elements, which find their 
place in a philosophy of science whose cornerstone is the Kantian 
conception of the synthetic proposition a priori. 


To the solidity of this cornerstone Nelson’s Lectures on the Foun- 
dations of Ethics “ testifies constructively. This may seem paradoxi- 
cal in viev^ of the formalistic character of Kant’s own ethics, but 
here again the Kantian letter and the Kantian spirit are not ahke. The 
systematic structure of critical philosophy by no means entails a 
catecforical imperative without content. This Kantian doctrine, be- 
ing a logicistic remnant in his system, is not required by critical 
ethics. Nelson demonstrated this thesis in a historical-logical analysis, 
The Critical Ethics of Kant, Schiller, and Fries. A Revision of Their 
Principles in which he also systematically traced the de- 

velopment of nonformalistic critical ethics in the writings of these 


men. 


Ethics, then, holds up as its fundamental concept the category of 
a task, without being forced into a formalistic doctrine of duties. 
Armed with this insight. Nelson undertook a further step in prepara- 
tion of his practical philosophy; a devastating attack against the 
positivistic philosophy of law which, confusing the world of chang- 
ing lethal arrangements with the unchangeable norm of justice, ends 
up in political relativism and thus destroys a main condition of po- 
litical progress, namely, the possibdity of well-founded political 
ideas. The exposure of the positivistic theory of constitutional and 
international law and of legal relativism made in Nelson s Juris- 
prudence without Justice (1917) is disnnguished not only by its 
logical forcefulness and brilliance but also by its moral courage. Pub- 

corroborate the necessiw and specify the formulation of syntheuc proposition! 

TpTori for physics. See Hermann. \lay-Vogel, Die K 

mr die Tkeorie der Erkenntnis (1937) (The hnportanceof 
Episwnologr)-.G. Hermann, “Die naturphilosophischen Grundlpn der Q^^n- 
mechmik” (“The Philosophical Foundation of Quantum Mechanics 

der Fries’seher, sJtde. Neue Folge VI (1935). No 2; Hermann, Uber di, 

Gr^ndlagen physikalischer Aussagen in den alteren und 

(“On the^ Foundations of Physical Statements in Old and Modem Theories ), il’ 

VI (1937), Nos. 5-4. 

t. nk Tritisthe Ethik bei Km, Schiller md Fries. Fine Revision ihrer Prinzipier. 
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lished in the war year 1917, it contains at its conclusion a con- 
sideration of “Jurisprudence and the War” that minces no words in 
castigating the abuse of legal science engaged in a “dance around 
the Golden Calf of sovereignty.” Prior to this Nelson had asserted 
the necessity for the limitation of sovereignty when, at the outbreak 
of the war and in the face of militaristic hysteria, he had publicly 
defended at the University of Gottingen the ideal of international 
peace. 

The year 1917 also saw the publication of another work of Nel- 
son’s, which is hkely to be regarded as his greatest: the Critique of 
Practical Reason}^ Nelson knew what he was about when he se- 
lected this Kantian title and dedicated his work to Hilbert. He took 
up again certain fundamental unsolved epistemological problems of 
ethics and approached the task of their solution with too s forged by 
Kant and Fries and refined by mathematical axiomatics. These are 
the tools employed in solving both the quaestio facti and the quaestio 
juris of ethics, that is, the forvndation of the principles of ethics and 
their validation. If Nelson’s Critique of Practical Reason contained 
no more than the formulation (“exposition”) of the principles of 
ethics, it would still be a notable philosophical achievement. Its anal- 
ysis of such concepts as “duty,” “right,” “justice,” “equality,” “retri- 
bution” is unparalleled for clarity and simplicity. One has only to 
compare these Nelsonian abstractions with the contemporaneous 
efforts of Scheler and N. Hartmann to “intuit” phenomenologically 
the essence of ethical values to realize the difference between philo- 
sophical discrimination and philosophical confusion. A particularly 
original outcome of Nelson’s research in ethics is his exposition of 
“ideals” or “categorical optatives,” whereby the Kantian restriction 
of ethics to a theory of duties is removed and the way is opened to 

an ethics which not merely forbids but also formulates positive o-oals 
worthy of human effort. ^ 

The validation of ethical principles is carried out through their 
psychological deduction, i.e., by proof of the fact that our ethical 

• • of irresistible logical criticism and prophetic scorn character- 

h 3 philosophical 

das Geheiimh der WahrsagerLnst Osv>ald 

ler) published not long after the end of the First World War. This time the ii^ 
mediate object of exposure was one book by one man, but indirectly he aimed at™e 

Dve of a generation that had lost confidence in itself and was therefore Ly too' 
Willing to lend its ear to a prophet of impending doom ^ 

18. See note ±. re* 





xvm 


Socratic Method and Critical Fhilosophy 


feelings, namely, our conscience and our ideal evaluations of human 
life, are of a qualitatively unique character. They cannot be broken 
down into sensual elements like fear or libido, yet they are capable 
of reduction to nonsensual elements that are not directly contained 
in our consciousness. These nonconscious elements of ethical feel- 
ings belong; to what Fries called “immediate knowledge,” and they 
are the nonintuitive but rational basis of ethics. It has often been as- 
serted (from Kuno Fischer to Cassirer) that Fries’s psychological 
“deduction” is a form of “psychologism” and therefore of empiri- 
cism. There is no better refutation of this statement than Nelson’s 
psychological deduction of the principles of ethics, which he in no 
wav derives logically from psychological principles, but the bases of 
which he ascertains psychologically in the qualitative characteristics 
of “practical reason.” The “deduction” of ethical principles is, then, 
at the same time a vindication of the rational nature of man. 

“Exposition” and “deduction” do not exhaust the content of the 
Critique of Practical Reason. It also contains a lucid methodology of 
ethics, an analysis of the idea of the free will, and finally an axiomat- 

ics of all possible ethical theories. 

This is really, as Nelson felt it to be, an attempt to conquer a vast 
new territory for philosophv. Its fruits are apparent in the System 
of Philosophical Ethics and Pedagogics and in the System of the 
Philosophy of Lav: and PoUtics.^^ The tenn “system” m combma- 
tion with ethics has long had a somewhat stuffy sound. Too many 
“svstems” of ethics have broken down for us to regard new ones vnth 
anvthincT but skepticism. Yet granted that philosophy has to deal 
with the problems of ethics, their exact treatment requires a sys- 
tematic form. The recurring breakdown of ethical systems does not 
prove the fictitiousness of ethical systematization, but rather the 
necessitv to improve radically the rigor of ethics. This is accom- 
plished 'in Nelson’s svstematic treatment, which, ^ided by the 
postulate of mathematical axiomatics. seeks to derive the theorems of 
a svstem wth a minimum of assumptions. Only a concentrated smdy 
of 'this ethics can give an adequate idea of the striking way in which 
the application of this postulate insures a richness of content entirely 

bcvond the reach of system haters. , r xt i 

the present writer was privileged to attend several of Nelson s 

courses in ethics, where he underwent the stirring expenence of 
comincr into possession of new tools for solving old problems an ex- 
perience intensified by Nelson’s superior art of philosophical teach- 

10. Sec note 4. 
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ing. What was presented in those courses orally the reader \\'ill find 
in Nelson’s Systetm. He will discover how problems generally con- 
sidered to be undecidable suddenly become decidable when they 
and the means available for their solution are rigorously formulated. 
It would senx no purpose to list at length those ethical problems of 
personal conduct, education, politics, and to report Nelson’s answers 
to them. The innermost spirit of his Ethics forbids such a survey 
procedure. This spirit is a reassertion of an autonomous ethics, that 
is, of an ethical certainty that is subject to argument. 

Nelson’s system is a monumental protest against authoritarian 
certainties and nonauthoritarian uncertainties in ethics. It re-estab- 
lishes the principle of a morality without dogma, of a social order 
tnthout arbitrary privilege, and of a culture without empty preten- 
sion.-® This re-estabhshment is carried out for ethics proper by in- 
sisting on the exclusiveness and primacy of the duty of justice to be 
practiced toward man and animal and by an amplification of the 
realm of duties by the realm of ideals. The classical ideals of truth, 
goodness, and beauty are unified into what may be called “the ideal 
of rational self-determination” {verminjtige Selbstbesthiwiung), 
and education and politics are shown to receive their ethical goals 
from that ideal. Consequently, the philosophy of education formu- 
lates ethical principles of an education for freedom from fear and 
freedom from intellectual bondage, and the philosophy of politics 
formulates ethical principles of a social order in which, under quali- 
fied leadership, peace, social justice, and cultural freedom are institu- 
tionally guaranteed. 

The critical mirror Nelson places before mankind reflects the 
abyss that separates ideal and reahty. To shrink from this abyss or 

20. As diose pretensions n-picaUy confuse empirical, ethical, and religious ideas, 
a sharp distinction among them is all the more important for the health of cultural 
life. Nelson’s “The Sciendlic and Esthetic Conception of Nature" and his “The 
World-View of Ethics and Religion” (see this volume, pp. 44, 62) provide im- 
portyit and impressively formulated clarifications of such a distinction. 

Nelsons approach to religion, which he never developed svstematically, is ffuided 
by the K^tian attitude of distinguishing between the phenomenal and the noumenal 
aspects of the universe, which implies an awareness of human apartness from the 
eternal. This attitude is incompatible with mystical certainties about the “numinous 
objects mto which one of Nekon’s early collaborators, Rudolf Otto, transfonned 
FnessMOmj-stical philosophy of religion in his well-kno\™ and stimulating books, 
e.g.. The Idea of the Holy. Through Otto’s theory' of religion, elements of Fries's 
pMosophy weUed *e broad stream of religious mysticism s^ hich had found its 
philosophical formulaoon m James’s “religious experience” and later in Schcler’s 
reli^ous motions. In addition to Otto, the psychiatrist Kronfeld and the dis- 
tinguished physiologist Meyerhof belonged to Nelwn’s philosophical circle. 
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;o seek consolation in forces beyond the human realm is a clear sign 
af ethical self-deception. Ethical integrity demands that we look 
into the mirror, evaluate what it reflects, and then arrive at a clari- 
fied ethical judgment. It may be confidently asserted that if we face 
Nelson’s Ethics squarely, we shall come away with a new approach 
to the theoretically central and practically vital problem as to 
whether rational ethics — and that means also the rational foundation 
of educational and political theory — can be realized or is no more 
than a dream. If only part of Nelson’s constructions should prove to 
be valid, they would substantially confirm the conviction of the 
greatest philosophers since Plato that rational ethics is within the 

reach of man. 

Nelson’s epistemology and his system of ethics have remamed up 
to now a part of what may be termed the unofficial Em:opean phi- 
losophy of the beginning of the century. It awaits a rediscovery hke 
Nelson’s rediscovery of Fries’s work. Official European philosophy, 
at first relativistic, then more and more mystical, had no use for 
Nelson’s antirelativistic and antimystical ethics of pracacal re^on. 
It therefore either ignored Nelson’s work or ndiculed it as a be- 
lated rebirth of eighteenth century raaonalism”— disclosmg thereby 
that it preferred high-sounding historistical superficiahties to t e 
effort of systematic penettauon. Having dismissed Neton conde- 
scendingly! ofBcial European philosophy mdnlged al “ 

human existence Jhich Heidegger painted in the 
and to which ]aspets_gave a^o 

SaTth'e creation of an anthropological scholasticism that plap 

ie any ptdlosophy that does not want to ton 

mntem the efforts of RusseU and Whitehead, Hilbert and maj 

thole. In fact, “the new logic” has been misused to bring abont 
... Ste .he pmsen. Ee. 

1= Siicmr. »d Sigidfi- 
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renewal of logidstic and even nominalistic claims, which debase 
philosophy to a system of tautologies, if not of meaningless symbols; 
a further impressive demonstration of the fact that new scientific 
devices, such as the invention of logical calculi, cease to be a bless- 
ing if they are subjected to arbitrary philosophical interpretations, 
in this case the interpretation that modem logic is incompatible with 
metaphysics, that is, speaking epistemologically, with systems based 
on synthetic propositions a priori. 

Precisely the same incompatibility is being asserted concerning 
other fundamental sciences. jMathematics is claimed as a branch of 
logic; physics is considered a combination of observational and con- 
ventional elements. Behavioristic psychology has, of course, only 
contempt for “metaphysical fictions” like the concept of a mental 
reality. Finally, the social sciences and the humanities are objects of 
a fierce competitive struggle between those who want to compress 
them into more or less consistently developed physicalistic schemes 
and those who consider them fertile ground for the seeds of their 
particular pohtical and religious preferences, thus transforming them 
from fields of knowledge into means of indoctrination.- Art and 
religion, too, share a similar fate in being treated alternatively by 
preconceived psychological and sociological schemes or by serving 
as pretexts for unchaining the unholy, age-old hatred of reason. 

But all this — the denunciation of rational metaphysics in the name 
of science, art, and religion — is only a claim, and not a claim of mod- 
ern science, art, and religion themselves but of the interpretation 
given to them by an antirational philosophy. \’'iewed in this light, 
this denunciation is nothing but a usurpation that ought to be over- 
thrown by a rational reinterpretation of the widened intellectual 
horizon of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Such an intellec- 
tual endeavor will bring about fruitful interaction between old ideas 
and new achievements. The old ideas will be progressively freed 
from the dross of their historical shortcomings, and the new achieve- 
ments wiU be understood as those of a human, that is, of a rational, 
mmd yith insurmountable limitations. Thereby it will become ap- 
parent that the radical wings of twentieth-century philosophy, em- 
pmcism as well as existentialism, have aims that find much more satis- 


nanV ^ expreaion of these fundamental uncertainties concemincr the meth- 
odological mteipretaoon of the social sciences and the humanities is the heon of 

G^ner^menKha^t ^ablished by Dilthev and radicalized by existentialist ^eth 
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’actory realization in a rational philosophy. These aims are, on the 
3ne hand, the rejection of obscurantism and, on the other, the search 
:or a meaning of human existence. Rational philosophy pursues them 
by a nonempiricist philosophy of science and by its ethics and its 
philosophy of religion. 

Nelson has set a great example by vastly enriching these disci- 
plines in the spirit of Kant and F ries and by demonstrating thereby 
once again that it is not the eulogizing of and blind submission to 
great men but the meeting of unJfettered minds that brings about 
deepening of philosophical judgment. It is almost superfluous to add 
that the attainment of this end is also a practical requirement of the 
hour. A famous historian of our day describes our predicament as 
“civilization on trial.” In that trial history holds out no hope of a 
favorable judgment for a generation that indulges in intellectual self- 
mutilation. The rediscovery of reason — in science, in ethics, and in 
religion— thus becomes a prerequisite for recapturing the meaning 
of life. In this rediscovery and in this recapture Nelson’s philosoph- 
ical work can be a powerful ally. 

JULIUS KRAFT 

Washington and Jejferson College 
Washington, Fennsylvania 
November i, 194S 
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THE SOCRATIC METHOD * 


ASA faithful disciple of Socrates and of his great successor 
Za Plato, I find it rather difficult to justify my acceptance of 
X A. your invitation to talk to you about the Socratic method. 
You know the Socratic method as a method of tea ching philo so- 
phy. But philosophy is different from other subjects of instruc- 
tion; in Plato’s own words: “It does not at all admit of verbal 
expression like other studies, but as a result of continued applica- 
tion to the subject itself and communion therewith, it is brought 
to birth in the soul on a sudden, as light that is kindled by a leap- 
ing spark, and thereafter it nourishes itself,” ^ 

I therefore find myself in a quandary, not unlike that of a vio- 
linist who, when asked how he goes about playing the violin, can 

of course demonstrate his art but cannot explain his technique in 
abstract terms. 


The Socratic method, then, is the a rt of teach ing not philoso- 
phy but p hilosophizi ng, the art not of teaching about philoso- 
phers but oTmaking” philosophers of the students. So, in order to 
give a true idea of the Socratic method, I should halt my discourse 
right here and, instead of lecturing to you, take up with you a 
philosophical problem and deal with it according to the Socratic 
method. But what did Plato say? Only “continued application to 

the subject itself and communion therewith” kindle the light of 
philosophical cognition. 

Despite the short time at my disposal I shall nevertheless ven- 
ture a description of the Socratic method and attempt through 
words to bring home to you its meaning and significance. I 
justify this compromise by limiting my task, the sole object of 

my ^position bemg to direct your attention to this method of 
teachmg and thereby to promote an appreciation of it. 


* A lecture, “Die sokratische Methode,” delivered on December it k f 
WKmfr'"' “'"y N.W York, 
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A person who knows no more about the Grand Inquisitor’s 
speech in Dostoevsky’s novel, The Brothers Karamazov, than 
that it is a most magnificent discussion of a fundamental ethical 
jroblem, knows little enough about it; yet that little will make 
lim more disposed to read the speech attentively. Similarly, who- 
ever looks at the memorial tablet here in the former Physics In- 
stitute [Gottingen] that tells of the first electric telegraph in- 
vented by Gauss and Wilhelm Weber and how it served to 
connect that institute with the astronomical observatory will at 
least feel inclined to follow up the history of this invention with 
greater reverence. And so I hope that in presenting my subject I, 
too, may arouse your interest in the significant and, for all its 
simplicity, profound method that bears the name of the Athe- 
nian sage to whom we owe its invention. 

A stepchild o f philoso phy, slighted and rejected, the Socratic 
method has survived only in name beside its more popular older 
sister, the more insinuating and more easily manipulated dog- 
matic method. 

You may perhaps suspect me of a personal inclination for the 
younger of the two sisters. And, indeed, I freely confess that the 
longer I enjoy her company, the more I am captivated by her 
charms; so that it has become a matter of chivalry with me to lead 
her back to hfe who has been forgotten and pronounced dead, 
and to win her here that place of honor hitherto reserved for the 
A\'anton sister who, though dead at heart, has time and again ap- 
peared all decked out. 

Let me add, however— and this much I hope to demonstrate 
to you today — that it is not blind partiality that actuates me; it is 
the inner wonh of her whose appearance is so plain that attracts 
me to her. But, you say, her sad fate— being disdained by the 
overwhelming majority of philosophers— could not have been 
undeserved and it is therefore idle to try to breathe new life mto 

her by artificial means. • • u 

In reply I shall not resort to the general proposmon that 
histon^ shows no pre-established harmony benveen merit and 
success, for, indeed, the success or failure of a method as a means 

to an end is a ver)-^ real test of its value. 

However, a fair judgment requires considerauon of a pre- 
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liminary question, namely, whether a particular science is so far 
advanced that the solution of its problems is sought in a pre- 
scribed way; in other words, whether generally valid methods 
are recognized ink . 

In matheniatics and in the natural sciences based on it this 
question of method was long ago decided affirmatively. There is 
not a mathematician who is not familiar with and who docs not 
employ the progressive method. All serious research in the 
natural sciences makes use of the inductive method. In fact, 
method enjoys in these sciences a recognition so unchallenged 
and matter of course that the students following its guidance arc 
often hardly conscious of the assured course of their researches. 
All dispute about methods here turns exclusively on their relia- 
bility andTruitfuIness. If, in this field, a method is dropped or re- 
tains merely a historic inte rest, the presumption is justified that 
it can offer nothing more to research. 

It is quite otherwise, however, in a science where everyone 
still claims the right to make his own laws and rules, where meth- 
odological directives are evaluated a b initi o as temporally or in- 
dividually conditioned, subject only to historical appraisal. With 
luck one method may find favor and for a time determine the 
direction of future work. But in such a science errors, concomi- 
tants of every scientific achievement, do not inspire efforts in 
the already established direction to correct the defects; errors 
here are looked upon as faults of construction and must give way 

to entirely ne w structur es, which in their turn all too soon meet 
the same fate. 

What passes for philosophical science is still in this youthful 

^age^of development. In this judgment I have the support of 

^ . delban d, the renowned historian of philosophy. He tells us 

that even among the philosophers who claim a special method 

or their science and by no means all philosophers make such 

a claim-- there is not the least agreement concerning this ‘philo- 
sophic al meth od.’ ” ^ & r 

This conclusion appears the more depressing in view of his 
previous admission that it is impossible to establish a constant 
criterion even for the very subject matter of philosophy. 

2. WUhelm Windelband, Friiludien (Freiburg and Tubingen, 1884), p. 9. 
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In view of this, one wonders what such philosophers really 
think of their science. At any rate, in this anarchy the question 
is left open whether the disesteem into which a philosophical 
theory falls in itself proves that the theory is scientifically v'orth- 
less. For how can we expect to judge the scientific value or lack 
of value of a philosophical achievement when generally valid 
criteria for passing judgment do not exist? 

Now, it is not that the diversity of the restilts made it difficult 
for philosophers to set up a systematic guide to their science. 

(( On the contrary, th e great philosop hical truths have been from 
the beginning the common property of all the great thinkers. 
Here, then, a common starting point was provided. But the veri- 
fication of these results according to unequivocal rules that pre- 
clude arbitrariness and even the mere formulation of the 
pertinent methodological task with definiteness and precision, 
both these tasks in the general interest of philosophy have thus 
far been given so little attention that we must not be surprised 
that the devoted efforts of a few men to satisfy this interest have 
proved in vain. True, the lifelong work of Socrates and of Kant 
in the service of this methodological task has earnedimmeasurable 
histoncaLglory. But, as far as its revolutionary significance for 
the establishment of philosophy as a science is concerned, it has 
remained sterile and ineffectual. 

Twice in its history there was some prospect of getting philos- 
ophy out of its groping stage and onto the certain path of science. 
The ancient world punished the first courageous attempt vith 
death; Socrates was condemned as a corrupter of youth. The 
modern world disdains to execute the heretic. It has passed sen- 
tence by **going beyond” Kant — to let Windelband speak once 

more.^ 

But there is no need for labored interpretation to appreciate 
the significance of these tvvm men. They themselves stressed the 
meaning of their endeavors, explicitly and unceasingly . As ever)^- 
one knows, Socrates con structed no s ystem. Tin^£-andAgain.he 
admit ted his n"oF& wing. He met every assertion with m m- 
vitSra to seek the^round of its truth. As the Apology shows, 

3. Windelband, Traludien, p. vi. 
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he “questioned and examined and cross-examined” * his fellow 
citizens, not to convey a new truth to them in the manner of an 
instructor but only to point out the path along which it might 
be found. 

His ethical doctrine, in so far as this designation is appropriate 
to his inquiries, is based on the proposition that virtue can be 
taught, or, to put it in more precise terms, that ethics is a science. 
He did not develop this science because the initial question, How 
do I gain knowledge about virtue? continued to absorb him. He 
held fast to this initial question. He accepted the absence of fruit- 
ful results w'ith composure, \\'ithout a trace of skepticism as to 
the soundness of his method, unshakable in the conviction that 
with his question he Avas, in spite of everything, on the only 
right road. 

All subsequent philosophy, with the sole exception of Plato, 
stands helpless before that memorable fact. P]ato_iaok over and 
adher ed to the met hod of Socrate s, even after his own researches 
had carried him far beyond the results reached by his master. 
He adopted it with all its imperfections. He failed to eliminate 
its wealmesses and inflexibilities, surely not because of reverence 
for the memory of his teacher but because he could not over- 
come these defects. Like Socrates, he was guided by a feeling 
ior truth. Having dealt so boldly with the content of the Socratic 
philosophy that philosophical philologists are still quarreling 
about what is Socratic in Plato’s doctrine and what Platonic, he 
turned this boldness into homage by putting all his own discover- 
ies into the mouth of his great teacher. But he paid Socrates even 
greater homage by clothing these discoveries in the uneven, often 
dragging, often digressive form of the Socratic dialogue, burden- 
ing his own teachings with his teacher’s faults. In this manner, 
of course, he safeguarded the yet unmined treasure and thus gave 

posterity the opportunity of taking possession of it anew and of 
developing its riches. 

But m vain. Today, after two-thousand years, opinion on Soc- 
rates is more uncertain and more divided than ever. Over against 
the judgment of an expert like Joel, that Socrates was “the first 

(London, New 
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and perhaps the last quite genuine, quite pure philosopher,” * 
there is Heinrich Maier’s statement “that Socrates has been 


labeled as what he quite certainly was not, a philosopher.” ® 

This difference of opinion has its roots in the inadequacy of 
the criticism, which still exercises its ingenuity on the conclusions 
of Socrates’ philosophy. But as these conclusions were handed 
down only indirectly and perhaps were never even given definite 
form by Socrates, they remain exposed to the most contradictory 
interpretations. Where criticism touches on the method, it either 
praises triviahties or assigns the value of the Socratic method 
exclusively to the personality of Socrates, as shown in the opinion 
voiced by Wilamowitz in his Plato: “The Socratic method with- 
out Socrates is no more than a pedagogy that, aping how some 
inspired spiritual leader clears his throat and spits, bottles his 
alleged method and then imagines it is dispensing the water of 

life.” ^ 

If Socrates’ philosophy, lively as it was and rooted in concrete 
problems, found no emulators, it is little wonder then that the 
truth content of Kant’s far more abstract methodological in- 
vestigations failed to be understood and adopted except by 
those few who comprehended his doctrine and developed it fur- 
ther, but who in their turn were pushed completely into the 
background by the irresistible Zeitgeist and passed over by his- 
tory." The preconditions were lacking for the realization that 
Kant’s critical method was the resumption of Socratic-Platonic 
philosophizing, and for the acceptance of the Critique of Pure 
Reason as a “treatise on the method,” which its author, according 

to his own words, intended it to be.® 

In addition to this treatise on method, Kant produced a system. 
He enriched the broad domain of philosophy with an abundance 
of fruitful results. It was these results that became the subject of 
controversy; but the hope of a satisfactory settlement was bound 
to remain illusory as long as no attempt was made to retrace the 
creative path by which Kant had reached his conclusions. Dog- 


c. Karl Joel, Geschichte der anuien Vhilosophk (Tubingen, 19:1), P- m- 

Heinrich Maier, *9*3^* P* *57' 

•-' Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Vkton (Berlm, j 

fi Immanuel Kanr, Critique of Pure Reason, Norman Kemp Smith, tr. (London 


New York, 1935), p- 
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matism remained dominant, more triumphant than ever in the 
erection of arbitrary systems that vied with one another in hi- 
zarreness and estranged public interest altogether from the solier 
and critical philosophizing of the Kantian period. Such fragments 
of Kant’s results as were transplanted to this alien soil could not 
thrive there and maintained only an artificial existence, thanks 
to a fancy for the history of philosophy that displaced philosophy 
itself. 

Why is it, asked Kant, that nothing is being done to prevent 
the “scandal” which, “sooner or later, is sure to become obvious 
even to the masses, as the result of the disputes in which meta- 
physicians . . . xvithout critique inevitably become involved.” " 

It is manifestly the aim of every science to verify its judg- 
ments by reducing them to more general propositions, w hich 
themselves must be made certain. We can then proceed from 
these principles to the erection of the scientific system through 
logical inference. How^ever difficult this may be in its details, 
in its essence it is accomplished in all sciences by the same method, 
that of progressive reasoning. The methodological problems are 
encountered in every science where the regress from the particu- 
lar to the general has to be accomplished, w’hcrc the task is to 

secure the most fundamental propositions, the most general 
principles. 

The brilliant development of the science of mathematics and 
its universally acknowledged advance are explained by the fact 
that its principles— ignoring for the moment the problems of 
pciomatics— are easily grasped by the consciousness. They are 
intuitively clear and thus completely evident, so cvident'that 
as Hilbert recently remarked on this same platform, mathematical 
comprehension can be forced on everyone. The mathematician 
does not even have to perform the laborious regress to these 
principles. He is free to start from arbitrarily formed concepts 
and go on confidently to propositions; in short, he can immedi- 
ately proceed systematically, and in this sense dogmatically He 
can do so because the fact that his concepts lend themselves to 
construction is a criterion of their reality, a sure indication that 
nis theory does not deal with mere fictions. 

9 . Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, pp. 3,-32. (Translation revised by T.K.B.] 
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The natural sciences, on their part, do not enjoy this advantage. 
The laws underlying natural phenomena can be uncovered only 
by induction. But since induction proceeds from the observation 
of fact^from u^hich accidental elements are eliminated by ex- 
perimentation; since, moreover, all events in space and in time 
are susceptible of mathematical calculation; and, finally, since 
the theoretical generalizations obtained are, as empirical propo- 
sitions, subject to check by confirmatory or contradictory 
experience, the natural sciences have, in close relation to 
mathematics, likewise achieved the ascent to the scientific level. 
Where this claim is still contested, as in biology, the metaphysical 
premises within the inductive science are involved. There, to be 
sure, we find at once the confusion that is encountered whenever 

we pass into the realm of philosophy. 

Philosophy does not rest on principles that are self-evident 

truths. On the contrary, its principles are the focus of obscurity, 
uncertain^’, and controversy. There is unanimin^ only uuth re- 
spect to the concrete application of these principles. But the 
moment we trv to disregard the particular instance of application 
and to isolate the principles from experience, that is, if we try to 
formulate them in pure abstraction, then our search gets lost in 
metaphysical darkness unless we illuminate our way by the arti- 
ficial light of a method. . 

Under these circumstances one would expect to find interest 

in the problem of method nowhere so great as among philoso- 
phers. It should be noted, however, that the considerauon just 
put forward itself depends on a methodological pomt of view. 
It raises, in advance of any philosophical speculation proper, t e 
question of the nature of philosophical cognition^; and it is only 
ro“h this preliminaw ^ion that light ,s shed on the real 

content of the problems besetting philosophy. 


Let us pause here a moment and tahe a closer “ 

cisely is meant by a method that sub|ects the thmtang of 
nhilosonhers to its rules? Obviously, it is something other than 
uSes of logical thinking. Obedience to the la- ^ 

L an indispemable precondition of any science. The essential 
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factor distinguishing a method of philosophy can therefore not 
be found in the fact that it avails itself of logic. That would too 
narrowly circumscribe the function devolving on it. On the 
other hand, the demands made on method must not go too far, 
nor should the impossible be expected of it, namely, the creative 
increase of philosophical knowledge. 

The function to be performed by the philosophical method 
is nothing other than making secure the contemplated regress 
to principles, for without the guidance of method, such a regress 
would be merely a leap in the dark and would leave us where we 
were before — prey to the arbitrary. 

But how to find the clarity requisite for discovering such a 
guide, since nothing is clear save only judgments relative to in- 
dividual instances? For these judgments the concrete use of our 
inteUigence, as applied in every empirical judgment in science 
and in daily life, suffices. Once we go beyond these judgments, 
how can we orient ourselves at all? The difficulty that seems to be 
present here is resolved upon critical examination of these empiri- 
cal judgments. Each of them comprises, in addition to the particu- 
lar data supphed by observation, a cognition hidden in the very 
form of the judgment. This cognition, however, is not separately 

perceived, but by virtue of it we already actually assume and 
apply the principle we seek. 

To give a commonplace illustration: If we were here to dis- 
cuss the meaning of the philosophical concept of substance, we 
should most probably become involved in a hopeless dispute, in 
which the skeptics M’ould very likely soon get the best of it. But 
n, on the conclusion of our debate, one of the skeptics failed to 
find his overcoat beside the door where he had hung it, he would 
hardly reconcde himself to the unfortunate loss of his coat on the 
ground that it simply confirmed his philosophical doubt of the 
pemanence of substance. Like anyone else hunting for a lost 
object, the skeptic assumes in the judgment that motivates his 
search the universal truth that no thing can become nothing, and 
thus, without being conscious of the inconsistency with his doc- 

trme, he employs the metaphysical principle of the permanence 
of substance. ^ 

Or, suppose we discussed the universal validity of the idea of 
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justice. Our discussion would have the same outcome and once 
more seem to favor the skeptic who denies the universal validity 
of ethical truths. When, however, this skeptic reads in his eve- 
ning paper that farmers are still holding back grain dehveries to 
exploit a favorable market and that bread will therefore have to be 
rationed again, he u'ill not readily be disposed to suppress his 
indignation on the ground that there is no common principle of 
right apphcable to producer and consumer. Like everyone else 
he condemns profiteering and thereby demonstrates that in fact 
he acknowledges the metaphysical assumption of equal rights to 
the satisfaction of interests, regardless of the favorableness or 
unfavorableness of any individual s personal situation. 

It is the same with all experiential judgments. If we inquire 
into the conditions of their possibihty, we come upon more 
general propositions that constitute the basis of the particular 
judo'ments passed. By analyzing conceded judgments we go back 
to their presuppositions. We operate regressively horn the con- 
sequences to the reason. In this regression we ehminate the acci- 
dental facts to which the particular judgment relates and by this 
separation bring into relief the originally obscure assumpuon 
that lies at the bottom of the judgment on the concrete mstance. 
The regressive method of abstraction, which serves to disclose 
philosophical principles, produces no new knowledge either of 
facts or of laws. It merely utilizes reflecuon to transform into 
clear concepts what reposed in our reason as an original posses- 
sion and made itself obscurely heard in every mdividual )udg- 


k^seems as though this discussion has carried us far from our 
real theme, the method of teaching P^losophy. Let us then fin 
the connection. We have discovered philosophy to be the sum 
total of those universal rational truths that become c ear ^ 
throurrh reflection. To philosophize, then is simply to isola e 
these rational truths vi ith our intellect and to express them m 

^\\Tat implications does this hold for the teaching 

nhv' When expressed in words, these universal truths 'vill be 

heard but it docs not necessarily follow that they will be com 
Lhended. Wc can understand them only when, begmnmg with 
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their application in our judgments, we then personally’ undertake 
the regress to the premises of these empirical judgments and 
recognize in them our own presuppositions. 

It is accordingly impossible to communicate philosophy, the 
sum total of these philosophical principles, by instruction as wc 
communicate historical facts or even geometrical theorems. The 
facts of history_as_^ch are not objects of insight; they can only 
be noted. 

True, the principles of mathematics are comprehensible, but 
we gain insight into them without treading the circuitous path 
of our own creative thinking. They become immediately evident 
as soon as attention is directed to their content. The mathematics 
teacher who anticipates his pupil’s independent investigation by 
presenting these principles in lectures does not thereby impair 
their clarity. In this case the pupil is able to follow' even though 
he does noyhimselitravel the exploratory path to them. To what 
extent such instruction makes sure that the pupil follow's with 
real comprehension is of course another question. 

But to present philosophy in this manner is to treat it as a 
science of facts that are to be accepted as such. The result is at 
best a mere history of philosophy. For w’hat the instructor com- 
municates is not philosophical truth itself but merely the fact 
that he or somebody else considers this or that to be a philosophi- 
cal truth. In claiming that he is teaching philosophy^ he deceiyes 
both himself and, hi s studen ts. 

The teacher w'ho seriously wishes to impart philosophical in- 
sight can aim only at teaching the art of philosophizing. He can 
do no more than show his students how^ to undertake, each for 
himself, the laborious regress that alone affords insight into basic 
principles. If there is such a thing at all as instruction in philoso- 
phy, it can only be instruction in doing one’s own thinkino-; 
more precisely, in the independent practice of the art of abstrac- 
tion. The meaning of my initial remark, that the Socratic method 
as a method of instruction in philosophy, is the art not of teaching 
philosophy but of teach ing philosoph izing, will now become 
clear. But we have gone ' f urth er than ^hat."^ Ve also know now 

that, m order to succeed, this art must be guided by the rules of 
the regressive method. 
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We have still to examine the subsidiary question, whether this, 
the only appropriate method of teaching philosophy, is rightfully 
called the Socratic method. For my earlier references to the 
significance of Socrates bore only on the fact that his procedure 
pertained to method. 

To begin with, it goes without saying that his way of teaching 
is full of faults. Every intelligent college freshman reading Plato’s 
dialogues raises the objection that Socrates, at the most decisive 
points, engages in monologues and that his pupils are scarcely 
more than yes men — at times, as Fries remarks, one does not even 
quite see how they arrived at the “yes.” In addition to these 
didactic defects, there are grave philosophical errors, so that we 
often find ourselves c oncurring in the dissenting opinions of some 
of the participants. 

In order to reach a conclusion concerning truth and error, the 
valuable and the valueless, let us take another glance at Plato’s 
account. No one has appraised Socrates’ manner of teaching and 
its effect on his pupils with greater objectivity or deeper knowl- 
edge of human nature. Whenever the reader is moved to protest 
against long-windedness or hair splitting in the conversations, 
against the monotony of the deductions, against the futility of 
the battle of words, a like protest arises at once from some partic- 
ipant in the dialogue. How openly Plato allows the pupils to 
voice their displeasure, their doubt, their boredom— just think 
of the railing of Callicles in the Gorgias}^ He even has conversa- 
tions breaking off because the patience of the participants is ex- 
hausted; and the reader’s judgment is by no means always in favor 
of Socrates. But does this criticism reveal anythmg except the 
sovereign assurance with which Plato stands by the method of 
his teacher for all its shortcomings? Is there any better proof of 
confidence in the inherent value of a cause than to depict it with 
all its imperfections, certain that it will nevertheless prevail? 
/ Plato’s attitude to ward his tea cher’s work is like that displayed 
I toward Socrates, the man, in the well-known oration by Alci- 
biades in the Symposium. There, by contrasting the uncouth 


10 T F. Fries, Die Geschichte der Thilosophk (Halle, 1837), 1 , 153. 

II. Plato, Gorgias, W. R. M. Lamb, tr., in Loeb Qassical Library (London, New 

York, 1026), V, 381-395. 
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physical appearance of Socrates with his inner nature, he makes 
his n oble personah ty shine forth w ith greater radiance and com- 
pares Inm to a silenus who bears within him the mark of the gods. 

What, then, is the positive element in the work of Socrates? 
Where do we firfd the beginnings of the art of teaching 
philosophy? Surely not in the mere transition from the rhetoric 
of the sophists to the dialogue with pupils, even though we 
ignore the fact that, as I have already indicated, the questions put 
by Socrates are for the most pajt leading questions eliciting no 
more than “Undoubtedly, Socrates! ” “Truly, so it is, by Zeus! 
How could it be otherwise?” 

But suppose Socrates’ philosophical ardor and his awkwardness 
had allowed the pupils more self-expression. We should still have 
to inquire first into the deeper significance of the dialogue in 
philosophical instruction and into the lessons to be derived from 
Plato’s use of it. 

We find dialogue employed as an art form in fiction and drama 
and as a pedagogic form in instruction. Theoretically these forms 
are separable but actually we require of every conversation liveli- 
ness, clarity, and beauty of expression, as well as espousal of truth, 
decisiveness, and strength of conviction. Even though the em- 
phasis varies, we hke to recognize the teacher in the artist and 
the artist in the teacher. 

We must furthermore distinguish between a conversation re- 
duced to writing — even though it is a reproduction of actual 
speech— and a real conversation carried on between persons. 
Conversations that are written down lose their original liveliness, 
“like the flower in the botanist’s case.” If, in spite of this, we are 
to find them satisfactory, the atmosphere must be spiritualized 
and purified, standards must be raised; and then there may come 
forth some rare and adrmrable production as the conversation 

of the Grand Inqi^itor, which is carried on with a silent oppo- 
nent who by his silence defeats him. 

Conversation as a pedagogic form, however, must sound like 
actual ^k; otherwise it does not fulfill its task of being model 
and guide. To catch, in the mirror of a written reproduction, 
the fleeting form of such talk with its irregularities, to strike the 
mean between fideUty to the sense and fidelity to the word— this 
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is a problem that can perhaps be solved didactically; but the 
solution, serving as it does a definite purpose, will rarely meet 
the demands of free art and therefore as a whole will nearly 
always produce a mixed impression. I know of only a few didactic 
conversations in literature from w'hich this discord has been even 
partially eliminated. I have in mind, for instance, some passages 
in the three well-known dialogues by Solovyeff; then there is 
the Socratic dialogue with which the American socialist writer 
Bellamy opens his didactic novel, Looking Backward; and finally 
— by no means the least successful — the conversations in August 
» Niemann’s novel, Bakchen und Thyrsostrdger, which is imbued 
with the true Socratic spirit. 

To the difficulty just described one must add another, more 

basic objection, that to reduce the evolving didactic conversation 

to writing borders on the absurd. For by offering the solution 

along with the problem, the transcription violates, with respect 

to tire reader, the rule of individual effort and honesty and thus, 

as Socrates puts it in the Phaedrns, imparts to the novice “the 

appearance of wisdom, not true wisdom.” Such writing has 

meaning only for those to whom it recalls their own intellectual 

efforts.^On all others it acts as an obstacle to insight — it seduces 

them into the naive notion that, as Socrates says further on, any- 

” Thus Plato speaks 


thing in \\'riting will be clear and certain. , i • 

of his own “perplexity and uncertainty” in setting down his 

thoughts in writing. 


It does not at all admit of verbal expression. . . . But were I to 
undertake this task it would not, as I think, prove a good thmg for 
men, save for some few who are able to discover the truth ffiemselves 
with but Uttle instruction; for as to the rest, some it woidd most un- 
seasonably fill with mistaken contempt, and others with an over- 
weening empty aspiration, as though they had learnt some sublime 

mysteries.'® 

Plato, Phaedrns, H. N. Fowler, tr., in Loeb Classical Library (London, New 

York, i9i3)» 

13. lbid.y p. 5^5- 

14. Plato, Epistles, p. S37- 

15. Ibid., pp. 53>"533' 
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. . . Whenever one sees a man’s written compositions — whether 
they be the laws of a legislator or anything else in any other form— 
these are not his most serious works, if so be that the writer himself 
is serious: rather those works abide in the fairest region he possesses. 
If, however, these really are his serious efforts, and put into writing, 
i it is not “the gods” but mortal men who “then of a truth themselves 
1 have utterly ruined his senses.” 


We must bear this discord in mind as we scrutinize the Platonic 
dialogue to discover how Socrates accomplished his pedagogic 
task. 


One achievement is universally conceded to him: that by his 
questioning he leads his pupils to confess their ignorance and 
thus cuts through the roots of their dogmatisrn. This result, Mdiich 
indeed cannot be forced in any other w^ay, discloses the signifi- 
cance of the dialogue as an instrument of instruction. The lecture, 


too, can stimulate spontaneous thinking, particularly in more 
mature students; but no matter what allure such stimulus may 
possess, it is not irresistible. Only persistent pressure to speak 
one’s mind, to meet every counterquestion, and to state the rea- 
sons for every assertion transforms the power of that allure into 
an irresistible compulsion. This art of forcing minds to freedom 
constitutes the first secret of the Socratic method. 


But only the first. For it does not take the pupil beyond the 
abandonment of his prejudices, the realization of his not- 
knowing, this negative determinant of all genuine and certain 
knowledge. 

Socrates, after this higher level of ignorance is reached, far 
from directing the discussion toward the metaphysical problems, 
blocks evety attempt of his pupils to push straight on to them 
with the injunction that they had better first learn about the life 
of the weavers, the blacksmiths, the carters. In this pattern of the 
discussion we recognize the philosophical instinct for the only 
correct method: first to derive the general premises from the 
observed facts of everyday life, and thus to proceed from judg- 
ments of which we are sure to those that are less sure. 


It is astonishing how 

1 6, Plato, Epistles^ p, 541. 


little understood this simple guiding idea 
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of method is even in our own day. Take, for example, the asser- 
tion that his use of the affairs of the workaday world as a point 
of departure exhibits merely the practical interest Socrates took 
in the moral jolting of his fellow citizens. No, had Socrates been 
concerned with natural philosophy rather than with ethics, he 
would still have introduced his ideas in the same way. 

We arrive at no better understanding of the Socratic method 
when we consider the way it works back from particulars to 
universal as a method of regressive inference, thereby identify- 
ing it with the inductive method. Though Aristotle praised him 
for it, Socrates was not the inventor of the inductive method. 
Rather^ he purs ued the path of abstraction, which employs re- 
flection to lift the knowledge we already possess into conscious- 
ness. Had Aristotle been correct in his interpretation, we should 
not be surprised at the failure of Socrates’ endeavors. For ethical 
principles cannot be derived from observed facts. 

The truth is that in the execution of his design Socrates does 
fail. His sense of truth guides him surely through the introduc- 
tion of the abstraction; but further on so many erroneous meth- 
odological ideas intrude that the success of the conversation is 
almost always frustrated. 

In this process of separation from the particulars of experience 
and in his search for the more universal truths, Socrates concen- 
trates his attention wholly on the general characteristics of con- 
cepts as we grasp them and devotes himself to the task of making 
these concepts explicit by definition. Without concepts, of 
course, there is no definite comprehension of general rational 
truths; but the elucidation of concepts and the discussion of their 
interrelations do not suffice to gain the content of the synthetic 

truths that are the true object of his quest. 

What holds Socrates on his futile course is a mistake that comes 
to light only in Plato and gives his doctrine of ideas its ambiva- 
lent, half-rnystic, half-logicizing character. This doctrine as- 
sumes that concepts are images of the ideas that constitute 
ultimate reality. This is why the Socratic-Platonic dialogues see 
the summit of scientific knowledge in the elucidation of concepts. 

It is not difficult for us to discern in retrospect the error that 
caused philosophy here to stray from the right path, and conse- 
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quently hindered the elaboration of methods of abstraction 
requisite for scientific metaphysics. However, it would be beside 
the point to d\^'ell on the shortcomings of a philosophy that made 
for the first time an attempt at critical self-analysis. Our present 
concern is not with its errors or with the incompleteness of its 
system but with its bold and sure beginnings that opened the road 
to philosophical truth. 

Socrates ^\■as the first to combine ^\'ith confidence in the ability 
of the human mind to recognize philosophical truth the convic- 
tion that this truth is not arrived at through occasional bright 
ideas or mechanical teaching but that only planned, unremitting, 
and consistent thinking leads us from darkness into its light. 
Therein lies Socrates’ greatness as a philosopher. His greatness 
as a pedagogue is based on another innovation; he made his pupils 
do their own thinking and introduced the interchange or ideas 
as a safeguard against self- 

In the hght of this evaluation, the Socratic method, for all its 
deficiencies, remains the only method for teaching philosophy. 
Conversely, all philosophical instruction is fruitless if it conflicts 
with Socrates’ basic methodic requirements. 

Of course, the development of philosophical knowledge had 
to free from its entanglement with Platonic mysticism the doc- 
trine of reminiscence, the truth of which constitutes the real and 
most profound reason for the possibility of and necessity for the 
Socratic method. This liberation was achieved after two thousand 
years by the critical philosophies of Kant and Fries. They carried 
the regressive method of abstraction to completion. Beyond this, 
they firmly secured the results of abstraction — which as basic 
principles do not admit of proof but as propositions must never- 
theless be verified— by the method of deduction* 

In the idea of this deduction — with which only Fries really 
succeeded — the doctrine of reminiscence experienced its resur- 
rection. It is not too much to say that the Socratic-PIatonic con- 
cept was thus transmuted from the prophetic-symbolic form, 
in which it had been confined by the two Greek sages, into the 
solidly welded a nd unshakab ly established form of a science. 
Deduction, this master achievement of philosophy, is not easy 

• Regarding the use of the word “deduction,” see p. 1 19, n. 
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to explain. If I were to attempt to convey some idea of it, I could 
not indicate its nature more succinctly than by saying that it is 
quite literally the instrumentality for carrying out the Socratic 
design to instruct the ignorant by compelling them to realize 
that they actually know what they did not know they knew. 

Kant and Fries did not pursue the problem of instruction in 
philosophy beyond some incidental pedagogic observations of 
a general character. But, thanks to critical philosophy, philosoph- 
ical science has made such progress in surmounting its in- 
herent methodological difficulties that now the most urgent task 
of critical philosophy is the revival and furtherance of the So- 
cratic method, especially in its bearing on teaching. Must another 
two thousand years elapse before a kindred genius appears and 
rediscovers the ancient truth? Our science requires a continuous 
succession of trained philosophers, at once independent and well 
schooled, to avert the danger that critical philosophy may either 
fall a victim of incomprehension or, though continuing in name, 
it yet may become petrified into dogmatism. 

In view of the imponance o^_ihis task, we shall do well to 
pause once more and scrutinize the whole of the difficulty we 
must face. The exposition of our problem has disclosed the pro- 
found relation between critical philosophy and the Socratic 
method, on the basis of which we determine that the essence of 
the Socratic method consists in freeing instruction from dog- 
matism; in other words, in excluding all didactic judgments from 
instruction. Now we are confronted with the full gravity of the 
pedagogic problem we are to solve. Consider the question: How 
is any instruction and therefore any teaching at all possible when 
evens' instructive judgment is forbidden? Let us not attempt 
evasion bv assuming that the requirement cannot possibly be 
meant to "o to the extreme of pro libiting an occasional discreet 
helpful liint from teacher to student. No, there must be an honest 
choice: cither dogmatism or following Socrates. The question 
then becomes all the more insistent: How is Socratic instruction 

^ Here we actuallv come up against the basic problem d edu- 
cation, which in its general form points to the question: How is 



The Socratic Method 19 

education at all possible? If the end of education is rational self- 
determination, i.e., a condition in which the individual does not 
allow his behavior to be determined by outside influences but 
judges and acts according to his own insight, the question arises: 
How can we affect a person by outside influences so that he will 
not permit himself to be affected by outside influences? We must 
resolve this paradox or abandon the task of education. 

The first thing to note is that in nature the human mind is 
always under external influences and, indeed, that the mind can- 
not develop without external stimulus. We then are confronted 
with the still broader question: Is self-determination compatible 

with the fact that in nature the mind is subject to external influ- 
ence? 


It will help us to clarify our thinking if we distinguish between 
the two senses in which the term “external influence” is used. 
It may mean external influence in general or an external deter- 
minant. Smularly, in teaching it may mean external stimulation 

of the mind or molding the mind to the acceptance of outside 
judgments. 

Now, it is clearly no contradiction to hold both that the hu- 
man mind finds within itself the cognitive source of philosophical 
truth and that insight into this truth is awakened in the mind 
by external stimuli. Indeed, the mind requires such external 
stimulation if the initial obscurity of philosophical truth is to 
grow into clear knowledge. Within the limits set by these con- 
ations insttuction in philosophy is possible and even necessary 

If the development of the pupil is to be independent of mere 
chance. 

Philosophical instruction fulfills its task when it systematicallv 
weakens the mfluences that obstruct the growth of philosophical 

comprehension and reinforces those that promote it. Without 
gomg mto the question of other relevant influences, let us keep 
My m mind the one that must be excluded unconditionally: 

Tf ^hic fln f* 1 1 * 1* * 1 11 1 ctor s assertions. 

If th^ mfluence is not eliminated, all labor is vain. The instructor 

wfll have done everything possible to forestall the pupil’s own 

judgment by offermg him a ready-made judgment. ^ ^ 

We are now arrived at a point from which we have a clear view 
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1 1 * * possibility of 

fumlling It, The rest must be left to the experiment and the 

degree of conviction it may carry. 

But it M'ould be underrating the difficulty presented not to 
consider what the experiment must call for if from its outcome 
we are to decide whether or not our goal is attainable. Although 
I have been taxing your patience for some time, I should render 
a poor service to our cause, and thus to you too, if I did not en- 
gage your attention a while longer to consider the procedure of 
such an experiment. 

There is a danger inherent in the nature of an exacting enter- 
prise, whose success has met with little recognition, and it is 
this: that the participants in it, once they become involved in 
its mounting difficulties and unexpected distractions, will repent 
of their good intentions or at least will begin to think of ways of 
modifying the method to make it easier. This tendency, spring- 
ing from purely subjective discomfort, is likely to distort or 
completely frustrate the object of the undertaking. It is therefore 
advisable, lest expectations be disappointed, to envisage in ad- 
vance as clearly as possible the manifold difficulties that will 
surely arise and, w ith due appreciation of these difficulties, to set 
down v'hat will be required of teachers and students, 

^V’^e must bear in mind that instruction in philosophy is not 
concerned with heaping solution on solution, nor indeed with 
establishing results, but solel v with learning the method of reach- 
ing solutions. If we do this, we shall observe at once that the 
teacher’s proper role cannot be that of a guide keeping his party 
from wrong paths and accidents. Nor yet is he a guide going in 
the lead while his party simply follow in the expectation that 
this will prepare them to find the same path later on by them- 
selves. On the contrarv, the essential thing is the skill with which 
the teacher puts the pupils on their own responsibility at the 
verv beginning by teaching them to go by themselves — although 
they would not on that account go alone— and by so developing 
this independence that one day they mav be able to venture forth 
alone, self-guidance having replaced the teacher’s supervision. 

As to the observations I am about to make, T must beg to be 



21 


The Socratic Method 


allowed to cull incidental examples from my own long experience 
as a teacher of philosophy, for unfortunately the experiences of 
others are not at my disposal. 

Let me take up first the requirements imposed on the teacher 
and then go on to those placed on the pupil. Once a student of 
mine, endeavoring to reproduce a Socratically conducted exer- 
cise, presented a version in which he put the replies now into the 
teacher’s mouth, now into the pupil’s. Only my astonished ques- 
tion, “Have you ever heard me say ‘yes’ or ‘no’?” stopped him 
short. Thrasymachus saw the point more clearly; in Plato’s Re- 
public he calls out to Socrates: “Ye gods! ... I knew it . . . 
that you would refuse and do anything rather than answer.” 
The teacher who follows the Socratic model does not answer. 


Neither does he question. More precisely, he puts no philosophi- 
cal questions, and when such questions are addressed to him, he 
under no circumstances gives the answer sought. Does he then 
remain silent? We shall see. During such a session we may often 
hear the despairing appeal to the teacher: “I don’t know what 

it is you want! ’’Whereupon the teacher replies: “I? I want noth- 
ing at all.” This certainly does not convey the desired informa- 
tion. What is it, then, that the teacher actually does? He sets 
the interplay of question and answer going between the stu- 
dents, perhaps by the introductory remark: “Has anyone a ques- 
tion? ” ^ 


Now, everyone will realize that, as Kant said, “to know what 
questions may reasonably be asked is already a great and neces- 
sary proof of sagacity and insight.” What about foolish ques- 
tions, or what if there are no questions at all? Suppose nobody 
answers? ^ 

You see, at the very beginning the difficulty presents itself of 
gettog the students to the point of spontaneous activity and 
with It arises the temptation for the teacher to pay out a clue like 
te^ne s thread. But the teacher must be firm from the begin- 
ning, and especiaUy at the beginning. If a student approaches 
philosophy without havmg a smgle question to put to it, what can 


17. Plato, The Republic, Paul Shorey, tr., in 

New York), p. 41. ’ 

18. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p, 97. 
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we expect in the way of his capacity to persevere in exploring 
its complex and profound problems? 

What should the teacher do if there are no questions? He 
should wait — until questions come. At most, he should request 
that in the future, in order to save time, questions be thought 
over in advance. But he should not, just to save time, save the 
students the effort of formulating their own questions. If he does, 
he may for the moment temper their impatience, but only at the 
cost of nipping in the bud the philosophical impatience we seek 
to awaken. 

Once questions start coming — one by one, hesitantly, good 
ones and foolish ones — how does the teacher receive them, how 
does he handle them? He now seems to have easy going since the 
rule of the Socratic method forbids his answering them. He sub- 
mits the questions to discussion. 

All of them? The appropriate and the inappropriate? 

By no means. He ignores all questions uttered in too low a 
voice. Likewise those that are phrased incoherently. How can 
difficult ideas be grasped when they are expressed in mutilated 
language? 

Thanks to the extraordinary instruction in the mother tongue 
given in our schools, over half the questions are thus eliminated.* 
As for the rest, many are confused or vague. Sometimes clarifica- 
tion comes with the count erquestion: “Just what do you mean 
by that?” But very often this will not work because the speaker 
does not know what he means himself. The work of the discus- 
sion group thus tends automatically either to take up the clear, 
simple questions or to clear up unclear, vague ones fost. 

We are not so fortunate in the problems of philosophy as 
we are in the problems of mathematics, which, as Hdbert says, 
fairly call to us: “Here I am, find the solution! ” The philosophipl 
problem is wrapped in obscurity. To be able to come to grips 
with it by framing clear-cut, searching questions demands many 
trials and much effort. It will therefore scarcely smprise you to 
learn that a semester’s work in a seminar in ethics yielded nothing 

•Nelson refers, of course, to German schools The reader may judp to what 
degree this criticism also applies to schools m the Umted States and England. 
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except agreement on the fact that the initial question was incon- 
gruous. The question was, “Is it not stupid to act morally? ” 

Of course, the instructor will not submit every incongruous 
question to such protracted examination. He will seek to advance 
the discussion through his own appraisal of the questions. But 
he will do no more than allow a certain question to come to the 
fore because it is instructive in itself or because threshing it out 
will bring to light typical errors. And he will do this by some 
such expedient as following the question up with the query: 
“Who understood what was said just now?” This contains no 
indication of the relevance or irrelevance of the question; it is 

merely an invitation to consider it, to extract its meaning by in- 
tensive cross-examination. 

What is his policy as regards the answers? How are they han- 
dled? They are treated hke the questions. Unintelligible answers 
are ignored in order to teach the students to meet the require- 
ments of scientific speech. Answers, too, are probed through such 
questions as; ° 


What has this answer to do with our question?” 

Which word do you wish to emphasize?” 

Who has been following?” 

Do you still know what you said a few moments ago?” 
What question are we talking about? ” 

The simpler these questions, the more flustered the students 
become. Then, if some fellow student takes pity on his coUeauue’s 
distress and comes to his aid with the explanation, “He swelv 
wanted to say this helpful gesture is unfeelingly cut 

shon with the request to let the art of mind reading alone and 

4anB nj OT ^ 

By this time you will have gathered that the investigations run 

course. Questions and answers tumble over one 

r^Trb^ development, some 

S^Uev'd J be stopped from going 

up, wider of die mark. Here and th«e a debater 4 Si S 
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whole groups. Meanwhile, the agitation continues, and questions 
become constantly more pointless. Even those who were origi- 
nally sure of their ground become confused. They, too, lose the 
thread and do not know how to find it again. Finally, nobody 
knows where the discussion is headed. 

The bewilderment famed in the Socratic circle closes in. 
Everyone is at his wit’s end. What had been certain at the outset 
has become uncertain. The students, instead of clarifying their 
own conceptions, now feel as though they had been robbed of 
their capacity to make anything clear by thinking. 

And does the teacher tolerate this too? 

“I consider,” says Meno to his teacher Socrates, in the dialogue 
bearing his name, “that both in appearance and in other respects 
you are extremely like the flat torpedo fish; for it benumbs any- 
one who approaches and touches it. ... For in truth I feel my 
soul and my tongue quite benumbed and I am at a loss what an- 

• M 1 Q 

swer to give you. 

When Socrates replies, “It is from being in more doubt than 
anyone else that I cause doubts in others,” Meno counters Muth 
the celebrated question: “Why, on what lines will you look, 
Socrates, for a thing of whose nature you know nothing at all?” 
And this draws from Socrates the more celebrated answer: “Be- 
cause the soul should be able to recollect all that she knew be- 
fore.” We all know that these words are an echo of the Platonic 
doctrine of ideas, which the historic Socrates did not teach. Yet 
there is in them the Socratic spirit, the stout spirit of reason’s 
self-confidence, its reverence for its own self-sufficient strength. 
This strength gives Socrates the composure that permits him to 
let the seekers after truth go astray and stumble. More than that, 
it gives him the courage to send them astray in order to test their 
convictions, to separate knowledge simply taken over from the 
truth that slowly attains clarity in us through our own reflection. 
He is unafraid of the confession of not-knowing; indeed, he even 
induces it. In this he is guided by an attitude of thinking so far 
from skeptical that he regards this admission as the first step 

19. Plato, Meno, W. R. M. Lamb, tr., in Loeb Classical Library (London, New 

York, 1924) , IV, 297. 

20. Ibid., pp. 299 
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toward deeper knowledge. “He does not think he knows . . . 
and is he not better off in respect of the matter which he did not 
know?” he says of the slave to whom he gives instruction in 
mathematics. “For now he will push on in the search gladly, as 
lacking knowledge.” 

To Socrates the test of whether a man loves wisdom is whether 
he welcomes his ignorance in order to attain to better knowledge. 
The slave in the Meno does this and goes on with the task. Many, 
however, slacken and tire of the effort when they find their 
knowledge belittled, when they find that their first few unaided 
steps do not get them far. The teacher of philosophy who lacks 
the courage to put his pupils to the test of perplexity and dis- 
couragement not only deprives them of the opportunity to de- 
velop the endurance needed for research but also deludes them 
concerning their capabilities and makes them dishonest with 
themselves. 

Now we can discern one of the sources of error that provoke 

the familiar unjust criticisms of the Socratic method. This 

method is charged with a defect which it merely reveals and 

which it must reveal to prepare the ground on which alone the 

continuation of serious work is possible. It simply uncovers the 

harm that has been done to men s minds by dogmatic teaching. 

Is it a fault of the Socratic method that it must take time for 

such elementary matters as ascertaining what question is being 

^scussed or determining what the speaker intended to say about 

it? It is easy for dogmatic instruction to soar into higher regions. 

Indifferent to self-understanding, it purchases its illusory success 

at the cost of more and more deeply rooted dishonesty. It is not 

surprising, then, that the Socratic method is compelled to fifrht 

a desperate battle for integrity of thought and speech before it 

can turn to larger tasks. It must also suffer the additional reproach 

of being unphilosophical enough to orient itself by means of 
examples and facts. 

The ordy way one can learn to recognize and avoid the pitfalls 
of reflection IS to become acquainted with them in application, 
even at the nsk of gaining wisdom only by sad experience. It is 
useless to preface philosophizing proper with an introductory 

2J. Plato, MenOy p. J13. 
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course in logic in the hope of thus saving the novice from the 
risk of taking the wrong path. Knowledge of the principles of 
logic and the rules of the syllogi^ , even the ability to illustrate 
every fallacy by examples, remains after all an art in abstracto. 
An individual is far from learning to think logically even though 
he has learned to conclude by all the syllogistic rules that Caius 
is mortal. The test of one’s own conclusions and their subjection 
to the rules of logic is the province of one’s faculty of judgment, 
not at all the province of logic. The faculty of judgment, said 
Kant, being the power of rightly employing given rules, “must 
belong to the learner himself; and in the absence of such a natural 
gift no rule that may be prescribed to him for this purpose can 
ensure against misuse.” If, therefore, this natural gift is weak, 
it must be strengthened. But it can be strengthened only by exer- 
cise. 

Thus, after our instructor breaks the spell of numbness by 
calling for a return to the original question, and the students 
trace their way back to the point from which they started, each 
must, by critical examination of every one of his steps, study the 
sources of error and work out for himself his own school of logic. 
Rules of logic derived from personal experience retain a living 
relation with the judgments they are to govern. Furthermore, 
the fact that dialectics, though indispensable, is introduced as an 
auxiliary only prevents attaching an exaggerated value to it in 
the manner of scholasticism, to which the most trivial metaphysi- 
cal problem served for the exercise of logical ingenuity. Segre- 
gation of the philosophical disciplines with a view to reducing 
the difficulties of instruction by separate treatment would be 
worse than a v'aste of time. Other Avays will have to be found 
to satisfy the pedagogic maxim that our requirements of the 
pupil should become progressively more stringent. 

This question, if examined carefully, presents no further diffi- 
culties for us. If there is such a thing as a research method for 
philosophy, its essential element must consist of practical direc- 
tives for the step-by-step solution of problems. It is therefore 
simply a question of letting the student himself follow the path of 
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secure a firm footing in experience — which is harder to do than 
an outsider might think. For your adept in philosophy scorns 
nothing so much as using his intelligence concretely in forming 
judgments on real facts, an operation that obliges him to remem- 
ber those lowly instruments of cognition, his five senses. Ask 
anyone at a philosophy seminar, “What do you see on the black- 
board?” and depend on it, he will look at the floor. Upon your 
repeating, “What do you see on the blackboard?” he will finally 
wrench out a sentence that begins with “If” and demonstrates 
that for him the world of facts does not exist. 

He shows the same disdain for reality when asked to give an 
example. Forthwith he goes off into a world of fantasy or, if 
forced to stay on this planet, he at least makes off to the sea or 
into the desert, so that one wonders whether being attacked by 
lions and saved from drowning are typical experiences among 
the acquaintances of a philosopher. The “if” sentences, the far- 
fetched examples, and the premature desire for definitions charac- 
terize not the ingenuous beginner but rather the philosophically 
indoctrinated dilettante. And it is always he, with his pseudo- 
wisdom, who disturbs the quiet and simple progress of an in- 
vestigation. 

I recall a seminar in logic, in which the desire to start from 
general definitions — under the impression that otherwise the 
concepts being discussed could not be employed — caused much 
fruitless trouble. Despite my warning, the group stuck to the 
opening question: “\^at is a concept?” 

/« before a casual reference to the concept 

/ lamp as an example was followed by the appearance of the 
I lamp in general provided with all the essential characteristics 
I of all particular lamps. The students waxed warm in vehement 
I dispute regarding the proof of the existence of this lamp fur- 
j nished with all the essential features of all particular lamps. My 
I diffident question, whether the lamp-in-general was fed with 
I electricity, or kerosene, went unanswered as unworthy of 
philosophical debate until, hours later, the resumption of this 
very question of the source of energy forced the negation of the 
CMstence of the lamp-in-general. That is to say, the disputants 
scovered that different illuminants for one and the same lamp, 
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be it ever so general, were mutually exclusive. Thus, starting 
wh practical application, they had unexpectedly found the law 
of contradiction by the regressive method. But to define the 
concept of a concept had proved a vain endeavor; just as in the 
Socratic circle the definitions nearly always miscarried. 

Are we justified, however, in assuming that the cause of such 
failures always lies in conditions unconnected with the Socratic 
method itself? Does not this method perhaps suffer from an in- 
herent limitation that makes the solution of deeper problems im- 
possible? 

Before coming to a final decision on this point, we must con- 
sider one more factor that creates difficulty in the employment 
of the Socratic method. Though intimately associated with the 
latter, it lies outside it, yet demands consideration before we 
can set the limits of the method itself. 

The significance of the Socratic dialogue has been sought in 
the assumption that dehberating u’ith others makes us more 
easily cognizant of truth than silent reflection. Obviously, there 
is much soundness in this view. Yet manv a person may be moved 
to doubt this praise after he has listened to the hodgepodge of 
questions and ans^\■ers at a philosophical debate and noted the 
absence, despite the outward discipline, of the tranquillity that 
belongs to reflection. It is inevitable that what is said by one 
participant mav prove disturbing to another, whether he feels 
himself placed in a dependent position by intelligent remarks or 
is distracted by poor ones. It is inevitable that collaboration 
should progressivelv become a trial of nerves, made more dif- 
ficult bv increasing demands on personal tact and tolerance. 

To a great extent these disturbances can be obviated by an 
instructor who, for instance, x\ ill ignore the innumerable sense- 
less answers, cast doubt on the right ones with Socratic irony, or 
ease nervous unrest with some understanding word. But his 
pou'cr to restore harmony to the play of ideas is limited unless 
the others are willing to pursue the common task with determi- 

nation. 

It should be admitted that many disturbances are unavoidable 
because of the students’ impe^ect understanding; but the 
obstacles I have in mind do not he in the intellectual sphere and 
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for that reason even the most skillful teacher finds them an in- 
surmountable barrier. He can enforce intellectual discipline 
only if the students are possessed of a disciplined u'ill. This may 
sound strange but it is a fact that one becomes a philosopher, not 
by virtue of intellectual gifts but by the exercise of will. 

True, philosophizing demands considerable pou cr of intellect. 
But u’ho will exercise it? Surely not the man who relies merely 
on his intellectual power. As he delves more deeply into his 
studies and his difficulties multiply, he w'ill without fail weaken. 
Because of his intelligence he will recognize these difficulties, 
even see them very clearly. But the elasticity required to face a 
problem again and again, to stay with it until it is solved, and not 
to succumb to disintegrating doubt— this elasticity is achieved 
only through the power of an iron ^vill, a powder of which the 
entertaming ingenuity of the mere sophist knows nothing. In the 
end, his intellectual fireworks are as sterile for science as the 
intellectual dullness that shrinks back at the first obstacle. It is 
no accident that the investigators whom the history of philosophy 
records as having made the most decisive advances in dialectics 
were at the same time philosophers in the original meaning of 
the Mwd. Only because they loved w'isdom were they able to take 
upon themselves the “many preliminary subjects it entails and 
[so] much labor,” as Plato says in a letter that continues: 

For on hearing this, if the pupil be truly philosophical, in sympathy 
with the subject and worthy of it, because divinely gifted, he be- 
lieves ffiat he has been shown a marvelous pathway and that he must 

brace taelf at once to foUow it, and that life will not be worth liv- 
mg if he does otherwise. . . . 

Those, on the other hand, who are in reality not philosophical, but 
superficially tmged with opimons— like men whose bodies are sun- 
burnt on the surface-when they see how many studies are required 
and how great labor, and how the disciplined mode of daily life is 


hat B the clear and most definite characteristic of “those who 
are luxunous ^d mcapable of enduring labor, since [the test] 
prevents any of them from ever casting the blame on his instruc- 

23. Plato, Epistles^ pp. ^27 flF. 
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tor instead of on himself and his own inability to pursue all the 
studies which are necessary to his subject.” 

“In one word, neither receptivity nor memory will ever pro- 
duce knowledge in him who has no affinity with the object, since 
it does not germinate to start with in alien states of mind.” 

We, in common with Plato, require of the philosopher that 
he strengthen his will power, but it is impossible to achieve this 
as a by-product in the course of philosophical instruction. The 
student’s will poAver must be the fruit of his prior education. It 
is the instructor’s duty to make no concession in maintaining the 
rigorous and indispensable demands on the will; indeed, he must 
do so out of respect for the students themselves. If, for the want 
of requisite firmness, he allows himself to be persuaded to relax his 
stand, or if he does so of his own accord to hold his following, he 
will have betrayed his philosophical goal. He has no alternative: 
he must insist on his demands or give up the task. Everything else 
is abject compromise. 

Of course, the student should know the details of the demands 
to be made on his will. They constitute the minimum required 
for examining ideas in a group. This means, first, the communi- 
cation of thoughts, not of acquired fragments of knowledge, not 
even the knowledge of other people’s thoughts. It means, further, 
the use of clear, unambiguous language. Only the compulsion 
to communicate provides a means of testing the definiteness and 
clarity of one’s own conceptions. Here, protesting that one has 
the right feeling but cannot express it will not avail. Feeling is 
indeed the first and best guide on the path to truth, but it is just 
as often the protector of prejudice. In a scientific matter, there- 
fore, feeling must be interpreted so that it may be evaluated in 
accordance with concepts and ordered logic. Moreover, our 
investigation demands the communication of ideas in distinctly 
audible and generally comprehensible speech, free from ambi- 
guities. A technical terminology is not only unnecessary for 
philosophizing but is actually detrimental to its steady progress. 
It imparts to metaphysical matters, abstract and difficult in any 
case, the appearance of an esoteric science, which only superior 

:4. Plato, Epistles, p. 539. 
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minds are qualified to penetrate. It prevents us from considering 
the conclusions of unprejudiced judgment, which we have seen 
to be the starting point of meaningful philosophizing. Unpreju- 
diced judgment, in its operation, relies on concepts that we have, 
not on artificial reflections, and it makes its conclusions under- 
stood by strict adherence to current linguistic usage. 

In order to grasp those concepts clearly it is necessary, of 
course, to isolate them. By the process of abstraction it is possible 
to separate them from other ideas, to reduce them gradually to 
their elements, and through such analyses to advance to basic 
concepts. By holding fast to existing concepts, the philosopher 
guards himself against peopling his future system with the 
products of mere speculation and with fantastic brain children. 
For, if he does not consult unprejudiced judgment, he will allow 
himself to be lured into forming philosophical concepts by the 
arbitrary combination of specific characteristics, without any 
assurance that objects corresponding to his constructions actually 
exist. Only the use of the same vocabulary still connects him 
with the critical philosopher. He denotes his artificial concept 
by the same word the critical philosopher uses to denote his real 
concept, although, to be sure, he uses this word in a different 
sense. He says “I” and means “cosmic reason.” He says “God” 
and means peace of mmd. He says “state” and means “poxver 
subject to no law.” He says “marriage” and means “indissoluble 
communion of love.” He says “space” and means “the labyrinth 
of the ear.” His language is full of artificial meanings. Although 
it is not apparent, his is actually a technical language; and because 
this is so, the situation is far more dangerous than it xvould be if 
the philosopher indicated the special sense of his language by 
coining specific new terms. For the sameness of the xvords tricks 
the unwary into associating their own familiar concepts with 
them, and a misunderstanding results. What is more pernicious, 
tbs artificial language tempts its own creator to the covert use of 
the same words in different meanings, and by such a shift of 
concepts he produces sham proofs. In this abuse of purely verbal 
dehnmons we encounter one of the most prevalent and profound 
of dialectical errors, an error that is rendered more difficult to 
track down by the fact that the shift of concepts cannot be dis- 
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covered simply by calling on intuition. However, it betrays it- 
self through its consequences, through the curious phenomenon 
that tvith the help of the same verbal definition the pseudoproof 
presented can be confronted with a contrary proof that has the 
same air of validity. 

The most celebrated and memorable instance of such antith- 
eses is found in the antinomies that Kant discovered and solved. 
Kant said of these classic examples of contradiction that they 
were the most beneficent aberration in the history of reason be- 
cause they furnished the incentive to investigate the cause of the 
illusion and to reconcile reason to itself. This remark is applicable 
to every instance of such dialectical conflict. 

It will seem, perhaps, that in these last considerations we have 
strayed somewhat from our subject: the requirement that the 
student use distinctly audible and generally comprehensible 
language. But, as a matter of fact, we have secured a deeper un- 
derstanding of the significance of that requirement. 

After all that we have said, what is it that we gain with this 
demand on the pupil? Only those who, by using comprehensible 
language, adhere to the concepts we have and become practiced 
in discussing them will sharpen their critical sense for every 
arbitrary definition and for every sham proof adroitly derived 
from such verbal definition. If the requirement of simple and 
clear language is observed, it is possible, in Socratic teaching, 
merely by writing the theses of two mutually contradictory 
doctrines on the blackboard, to focus attention on the verbal def- 
inition underlying them, disclose its abuse, and thereby over- 
throw both doctrinal opinions. The success of such a dialectical 
performance is achieved — and this is its significant feature not 
by flashes of inspiration but methodically, i.e., through a step- 
by-step search for the hidden premise at the bottom of the con- 
tradictory judgments. This method will succeed if the student, 
struck with suspicion at such a sophism, attends closely to the 
meaning of the words, for these words, when used in an in- 
artificial sense, put him on the track of the error. 

Do not misunderstand me. I do not advocate the point or view 
that so-called common sense and its language can satisfy the 
demands of scientific philosophizing. Nor is it my purpose, in 
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dwelling on simple elementary conditions seemingly easy to 
fulfill, to veil the fact that the pursuit of philosophizing requires 
rigorous training in the art of abstraction, one difficult to master. 
Aly point is this: We cannot with impunity skip the first steps in 
the development of this art. Abstraction must have something to 
abstract from. The immediate and tangible material of philos- 
ophy is language which presents concepts through words. In its 
wealth, supplied from many sources, reason dwells concealed. 
Reflection discloses this rational knowledge by separating it 
from intuitive notions. 

Just as Socrates took pains to question locksmiths and black- 
smiths and made their activities the first subject of discussion 
with his pupils, so every philosopher ought to start out with the 

vernacular and develop the language of his abstract science from 
its pure elements. 

I am now done with the requirements that apply to the stu- 
dents. Their difficulty lies not in the fulfillment of details but 
in the observance of the whole. I said earlier that the working 
agreement with the students requires of them nothing but the 
communication of their ideas. You will understand if I now 
express the same demand in another form: It requires of the stu- 
dents submission to the method of philosophizing, for it is the 
sole aim of Socratic instruction to enable the students to judge 
for themselves their observance of the agreement. 


Our examination of the Socratic method is nearing its con- 
cision. Now that ^ye have discussed the difficulties of its ap- 
plication, there remains only one query: May not the reason for 
the unfavorable reception of the metho'H lie, in part at least 

withm Itself.? Is there not perhaps some limitation inherent in it 
that restricts its usefulness? 


ar fact, more than any other, is calculated to make 
us consider this doubt seriously. Fries, the one man who actually 

completed critical philosophy and restored the Socratic-Platonic 

doctrme of remimscence and the self-certainty of intelligence 
Fries, the most genume of all Socrateans, gave the Socratic 
inethod only qualified recognition because he considered it in- 
adequate for achieving complete self-examination of the in- 
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tellect. He acknowledged its capacity to guide the novice in 
the early stages; he even demanded emphatically that all instruc- 
tion in philosophy follow the spirit of the Socratic method, the 
essence of which, he held, lay not in its use of dialogue but in its 
“starting from the common things of everyday life and only 
then going on from these to scientific views.” “But as soon 


as higher truths, further removed from intuition and everyday 
experience, are involved,” Fries did not approve of letting the 
students find these truths by themselves. “Here the instructor 


must employ a language molded upon subtle abstractions, of 
which the student does not yet have complete command, and to 
which he must be educated by instruction.” 


In Fries’s own words, this lecture method of instruction “step 
by step invites cooperative thinking.” An illustration of it is 
o-'iven in his didactic novel, Jnlim mid Evagoras. And indeed it 

is not a form of Socratic instruction. 

I should not think of choosing a really successful dialogue of 
Plato’s— were there such— as subject matter for a philosophy 
seminar as it vmuld forestall the creative thinking of the students, 
but there is nothing in Jnlhis imd Evagoras to preclude its use 
for such a purpose. For the development of abstract ideas which 
it presents to the reader does indeed “invite” critical verification 
by the students, as Fries desires. However, though otherwise 
exemplar)', it offers no assurance that the students will accept 
the invitation or, if made to stand on their own feet, that they 
will master such difficulties as they may encounter on their way. 
Have your students study the fine and instructive chapter on 
“The Sources of Certain^%” and I stand ready to demonstrate 
in a Socratic discussion that those students will still lack every- 
thing that would enable them to defend what they have le^ed. 
The key to this riddle is to be found in Goethe s words; Cjne 

sees only what one already knows.” 

It is futile to lay a sound, clear, and weU-grounded theory be- 
fore the students; futile though they respond to the mvitation to 
follow in their thinking. It is even useless to pomt out to them 


J. F. Fries. System der Logik (3d ed.. reissued, Leipzig, 1914). P- 449- 
Fries, Die Geschichte der Fbilosophte, I, 253 - 
Fries, System der Logik, p. 436. 
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the difficulties they would have to overcome in order to work 
out such results independently. If they are to become independ- 
ent masters of philosophical theory, it is imperative that they go 
beyond the mere learning of problems and their difficulties; they 
must wrestle with them in constant practical application so that, 
through day-by-day dealing with them, they may learn to over- 
come them with all their snares and pitfalls and diversities of 
form. However, the instructor’s lecture that Fries would have 
delivered “in language molded upon subtle abstractions,” just 
because of its definiteness and clearness, udll obscure the difficul- 
ties that hamper the development of this very lucidity of thought 
and verbal precision. The outcome will be that in the end only 
those already expert in Socratic thinking wiU assimilate the philo- 
sophical substance and appreciate the solidness and originality 
of the exposition. 

Fries underrated the Socratic method because, for one thing, 
he did not and could not find the Socratic method in the method 
of Socrates, and he considered this fact as confirming his opinion 
of the inadequacy of the Socratic method. Another reason — and 
the more profound, I think — ^lay in the particular character of 
Fries’s genius. He combined with a sense of truth unparalleled 
in the history of philosophy a Linguistic gift that produced with 
the assurance of a somnambulist the words that were most ap- 
propriate to a philosophical idea. A man with a mind so superior, 
rich, and free will always find it difficult to maintain close con- 
tact with the minds of less independent thinkers. He is prone to 
overlook the danger of dogmatism that threatens the more de- 
pendent mind even tvhen the instructor’s lecture has reached 
the highest degree of lucidity and exactitude of expression. A 
man of such superiority can become a leader of generations of 
men. But this is contingent on the appearance of teachers who 
will find the key to his language by resorting to the “maieutic” 
services * of the Socratic method, 'instituting the laborious and 
protracted exercises that must not frighten away those who plan 
to dedicate themselves to philosophy. 


c ii« 1^ 3 aciviec vio cnougnr or laeas;; 

S ni Hh himself 3s a mdwife (ww;*a) bringing others’ thoughts to birth with 
^ qu^omngs; . . . (H. D. Fowler, A Dictionary of Modem English Usage 
l^ew York, 1944], P- 339 -) See the quotation from Plato’s Theatetus at the end of 
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I maintain that this art has no limitations. I have seen a Socratic 
seminar not only deal successfully with such an abstract subject 
as the philosophy of law but even proceed to the construction of 
its system. 

This is claiming a good deal, you will say. Well, I have enough 
Socratic irony to acknowledge the awkwardness of my position, 
which, incidentally, I admitted in the opening sentence of my 
address. F or when all is said and done, no one will be won over 
to the cause I am pleading here except by the evidence of the 
experiment, that is, through his ow'n experience. 

But let us look about us: Can we not find some sufficiently 
simple and well-known control experiment that permits a valid 
conclusion on the question at issue? What sort of experiment 
might that be? If non-Socratically conducted instruction could 
accomplish the designated end in philosophy, such a procedure 
should succeed all the more readily in a science that does not have 
to struggle with the particular difficulties of philosophical knowl- 
edge — a science in which, on the contrary, everything from first 
to last becomes absolutely and completely clear even when set 
forth in a dogmatic lecture. 

If we inquire whether there is such a science and, if so, whether 
it has a place among the subjects of instruction in our schools 
and universities, we find that such a science actually does exist. 
Mathematics satisfies both conditions. We are in possession, 
said a classic French mathematician. The relevant experirnent is 
thus available, and we need only consider its outcome with an 


unprejudiced mind. 

What does it teach? Just among ourselves and without gloss- 
ing over anything or blaming anyone, we teachers might as well 
confess to what is a public secret: on the whole the result is nega- 
tiye. We all know from personal experience that dihgent and 
eyen gifted students in our secondary schools and colleges, if 
seriously put to the test, are not sure of even the rudiments ot 

mathematics and discover their own ignorance. , 

Our experiment therefore points to the conclusion I spoke ot; 
as a matter of fact, there is no escaping it. Suppose someone were 
to say there is no such thing as understanding, regardless of the 
kind of instruction. That is arguable, but not for us as peda- 
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gogues. We start from the assumption tliat meaningful in- 
struction is possible. And then we must come to the conclusion 
that, if there is any assurance that a subject can be under- 
stood, Socratic instruction offers such assurance. And with that 
we have found more than we sought, for this conclusion applies 
not only to philosophy but to every subject that involves com- 
prehension. 

An experiment conducted by history itself on a grand scale 
confirms the fact that the pedagogic inadequacy in the field of 
mathematics is not due merely to incompetent teachers but must 
have a more fundamental cause; or, to put it differently, that 
even the best mathematics instruction, if it follows the dogmatic 
method, cannot, despite all its clearness, bring about thorough 
understanding. This experiment deserves the attention of every- 
one interested in the teaching of mathematics. 

The basic principles of calculus (nowadays included in the 
curricula of some of our high schools) became the secure and 
acknowledged possession of science only about the middle of 
the nineteenth century, when they were first established with 
clarity and exactitude. Although the most important results had 
been a matter of general knowledge ever since Newron and 
Leibniz, their foundations remained in dispute. Endlessly re- 
peated attempts at elucidation only resulted in new obscurities 
and paradoxes. Considering the state of this branch of mathe- 
matics at that time, Berkeley was not unjustified when he under- 
took to prove that in the unintelligibility of its theories it was 
not one whit behind the dogmas and mysteries of theology.^® We 
know today that those riddles w'ere solvable, that, thanks to the 
M’ork of Cauchy and Weierstrass, they have been solved, and that 
this brancK of mathematics is susceptible of the same clarity and 
lucidity of structure as elementary geometry. Here, too, every- 
thing becomes evident as soon as attention is focused on the de- 
cisive point. But it is precisely this that is hard to achieve, an art 
each student must acquire by his own efforts. 


29. George Berkeley, The Analyst; or a Discourse Addressed to an Infidel Mathe- 

Examined Whether the Object, Principles, and Inferences 

Sonf and Points of Faith. Selected Pamphlets, Vol XVI 
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To demonstrate how true this is, I shall mention two especially 
noteworthy facts. The first is this: Newton’s treatise, widely 
known and celebrated since its appearance, not only expounds 
the decisive point of view established by Cauchy and Weier- 
strass but formulates it with a clarity, precision, and succinctness 
that would satisfy the most exacting requirements contemporary 
science could lay down. Moreover, it contains an explicit warn- 
ing against that very misunderstanding which, as we now know, 
kept succeedmg generations of mathematicians so completely 
in bondage that their minds remained closed to the emphatic 
“Cave!” of the classic passage in Newton’s work,^® familiar to 

all of them. 

The second, the complement, as it were, of the first, is that, 
even after Weierstrass and after the argument had at long last 
been settled, it was possible to revive it not only among dilettanti, 
whom we shall always have with us, but even under the leadership 
of a man of research as distinguished for his work on the theory 
of functions as Paul du Bois-Reymond. In his own words, his 

^ “solution is that it remains and will remain a riddle.” 

There is an impressive warning in this instance of the disparity 
between the objective lucidity and systematic completeness of 
a scientific theory, on the one hand, and any pedagogic assurance 
that it will be understood, on the other. It is precisely the man 
with a philosophical turn of mind who is unwilUng, in mathe- 
matics as elsewhere, simply to accept a result; he philosophizes 
about it, i.e., he strives to understand its fundamentals and bring 
it into harmony with the rest of his knowledge. But it is just he 
who is sure to fail unless he is one of the few who find their way 
to clarity by their own efforts. We thus discover that even mathe- 
matics, instead of remaining the unassailable standard and model 

that might help philosophy, is drawn along by it into the whirl- 

nool of confusion. . 

^ Herewith, I believe, I have also answered the weightiest com- 
ment I know on the value of the Socratic method m teaching 
mathematics. It comes from no less a man than Weierstrass. He 

30. Isaac Newton, Philosophiae naturalis principia vtathematica (1687), Libei 

Die allg^eine Funktionentheorie (Tubingen, .88.), 

Pt. I, p. 
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devoted a special essay to the Socratic method,®^ an indication 
of the esteem and comprehension this profound mathematician 
and pedagogue had for our subject. His detailed argument is 
proof of this. He demonstrated the basic practicability of the 
Socratic method in philosophy and pure mathematics, in contra- 
distinction to the empirica sciences. That he nevertheless rated 
it as of little value for use in the school was due, for one thing, 
to the fact that he considered insurmountable the external diffi- 
culties which undeniably exist, and which I have dwelt on ex- 
tensively. For another, he was obviously partial to the coherent 
lecture with its large perspectives and architectonic beauty of 
structure, a partiality easily understandable in a scientist of his 
genius. Still, he admitted that such a lecture “presupposes students 
of rather more mature intelligence, if it is to be effective.” Since, 
hov'ever, it v^as also his opinion that “the Socratic method, car- 
ried out in its true spirit, ... is less suitable for boys than for 
more mature youths,” one is impelled to ask (but in vain) how 
the maturity of mind can develop that will assure success to a 
non-Socratic mode of instruction. 

A^ffiat maturity of mind our students must have if they are to 
surpass Paul du Bois-Reymond, the pupil of Weierstrass, and 
Euler, the pupil of New'ton, in depth of understanding! 


Our findings might lead us to pessimism. But, if we view the 
matter rightly, we are not yet finished. What we have found 
actually indicates the way we can remove the cause of this lam- 
entable state of affairs, which itself can hardly be regarded pessi- 
mistically enough. 

The way lies in mathematics. It is within the powxr of the 
mathematicians to end the scandal that not only has completely 
undermined the authority of philosophy but also threatens mathe- 
matics itself with the loss of the prestige that, thanks to its power- 
ful position in education, it has until now maintained in the in- 
tellectual life of mankind. In view of the deplorable situation in 
which the cause of the Socratic method finds itself, help can 
come only through a science that combines the several advantages 


32. Karl Weierstrass, Mathematische Werke 
329. 


(Berlin, 1903), HI, Appendix, 315- 
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I have discussed, advantages that only mathematics has and that 
assure it a head start which philosophy can never overcome by 
its own efforts. 

The character and repute of mathematics as a science still stand 
quite firm. In the long run, the evidence of its results cannot be 
obscured by any teaching, however wretched, and it will always 
offer a means of orientation though all else be plunged into dark- 
ness and confusion. I therefore appeal to the mathematicians. 
May they become aware of the spiritual power they hold and 
of their consequent mission of leadership in the fields of science 
and education. Philosophy cannot now assume the role, origi- 
nally hers, of guardian of the intellectual values whose fate is 
bound up with that of the Socratic method. Having disowned 
her stepchild and thus deprived herself of its vitalizing and re- 
juvenating influence, philosophy has become so infirm that she 
must now beg of her sister science asylum and aid for her cast- 
off daughter. 

Though I said at the beginning that a sense of chivalry has 
made me champion of the disdained one, I am nevertheless far 
from blind to my powerlessness. I can fulfill this command of 
chivalry only bv commending my protegee to the care of mathe- 
matics-confident that the outcast will be nurtured by it and 
grow vigorously until, her strength renewed, she returns to her 
own home and there establishes law and order, thus requiting 

with good the evil done her. 



APPENDIX * 


A MIDWIFERY FOR MEN 


Thecetetus. I can assure you, Socrates, that I have tried very often 
to answer your questions; but I can neither persuade myself that 1 
have any answer to give, nor hear of anyone who answers as you 
would have him. I cannot shake off a feeling of anxiety, 

Socrates. These are the pangs of labor, my dear Theaetetus; you 
have something within you which you are bringing to birth. 

The£t. I do not know, Socrates; I only say what I feel. 

Soc. And did you never hear, simpleton, that I am the son of a mid- 
wife, brave and burly, whose name was Phaenarete? 

Thccet. Yes, I have. 

Soc. And that I myself practise midwifery.^ 

T heat. No, never. 

Soc. Let me tell you that I do, my friend; but you must not reveal 
the secret, as the world in general has not found me out; and there- 
fore they only say of me, that I am the strangest of mortals, and drive 
men to their wits’ end. Did you ever hear that too? 

Theat. Yes. 


Soc. Shall I tell you the reason? 

The at. By aU means. 

Bear in mmd the whole business of the midwives, and then 

>;ou wm see my meanmg better. By the use of potions and incanta- 

Gonithey are able to arouse the pangs and to soothe them at will- 

they can make those bear who have a difficulty in bearing, and if they 

th^ fit, they can smother the embryo in the womb. ^ ^ 

Thecet, They can. 

5oc. Did you ever remark that they are also most cunning match- 

prSr '“y “ 

Thecet, No, never. 

cultivates and gathers in the fruL of the earth will 
be de'^tdl' “ “ *culd 


* See p. 35, n. 
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Thecet. Yes, the same art. 

Soc. And do you suppose that with women the case is otherwise? 

T hecet. I should think not. 

Soc. Certainly not; but midwives are respectable women and have 
a character to lose, and they avoid this department of their profes- 
sion, because they are afraid of being called procuresses, which is a 
name given to those who join together man and woman in an un- 
lawful and unscientific way; and yet the true midwife is also the true 
and only matchmaker. 

T beat. Clearly. 

Soc. Such are the midwives, whose task is a very important one, 
but not so important as mine; for women do not bring into the world 
at one time real children, and at another time counterfeits which are 
with difficulty distinguished from them; if they did, then the dis- 
tefnment of the true and false birth would be the crowning achieve- 
ment of the art of midwifery— you would think so? 


Theat. Indeed I shoilld. 

Soc. Well, my art of midwifery is in most respects like theirs; 
but differs in that I attend men and not women, and I look after their 
souls when they are in labor, and not after their bodies; and the 
triumph of my art is m thoroughly examining whether the thought 
which the mind of the young man is bringing to birth, is a false idol 

or a noble and true spirit. 

And like the .midwives, I am barren, and the reproach which is 
often made against me, that I ask questions of others and have not 
the wit to answer them myself, is very just; the reason is, that the 
sod compels me to be a midwife, but forbids me to brmg forth. 

And therefore I am not myself at aU wise, nor have I anything to 
show which is the invention or birth of my own soul, but those who 
converse with me profit. Some of them appear duU enough at first 
but afterwards, as our acquaintance npens, if the god is gracious to 
them, they all make astonishing progress; and this in the opimon of 

Others well ss their i • r 

It is quite clear that they had never learned an^hing from me; 

incT But TO me and the god they owe their delivery. And the proof 
^aed whatrriy had h them b/ evU comm—s, 
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fonder of lies and shams than of the truth; and they have at last endec 
by seeing themselves, as others see them, to be great fools. Dire are the 
pangs which my art is able to arouse and to allay in those who con- 
sort with me, just like the pangs of women in childbirth; night and 
day they are full of perple.xity and travail which is even worse than 
that of the women. 

So much for them. And there are others, Theaetetus, who come to 
me apparently having nothing in them; and as I know that they have 
no need of my art, I coax them into marrying some one, and by the 
grace of God I can generally tell who is likely to do them good. .Many 

of them I have given away to Prodicus, and many to other inspired 
sashes. 

w 

I tell you this long story, friend Theaetetus, because I suspect, as 
indeed you seem to think yourself, that you are in labor — great with 
some conception. Come then to me, who am a midwife’s son and 
myself a mid\\-ife, and try to answer the questions ^\^hich I will ask 
you. And if I abstract and expose your first-bom, because I discover 
upon inspection that the conception which you have formed is a 
vain shadow', do not quarrel with me on that account, as the manner 
of w'omen is w^hen their first children are taken from them. For I 
have actually known some who were ready to bite me when I de- 
prived them of a darling folly; they did not percewe that I acted 
from good will, not knowing that no god is the enemy of man— that 
was not within the range of their ideas; neither am I their enemy in 

all this, but it would be wrong in me to admit falsehood, or to stifle 
the truth. 

Once more, then, The^tetus, I repeat my old question, “What is 
knowledge?” and do not say that you cannot tell; but quit yourself 
hke a man, and by the help of God you will be able to tell. 

— Plato, Thecetetus 
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THE SCIENTIFIC AND THE ESTHETIC 

CONCEPTION OF NATURE * 

I F we compare the picture of nature that our scientists have 
drawm up in the last centuries with the way in which the 
Greeks viewed it, a striking difference is at once apparent. 
\n inner harmony that satisfies the need for beauty is as char- 
icteristic of the Greek conception of nature as it is uncharacter- 
stic of ours. There is in the former a certain poetic freedom, in 
:he latter a strict and prosaic constraint. In the former an esthetic 
joint of view dictates the world-picture; in the latter there is 
jxclusively the idea of an inviolable conformity with law in all 
hat happens. The Greeks saw the objects of nature as anthro- 
jomorphic, animate beings; they were not famihar with the laws 
)f the conservation of mass and energy and of the inertia of 
natter, which are so much a matter of course with us.t We are 
0 accustomed to thinking in terms of these laws and observing 

• An address, “Uber wissenschaftliche und asthetische Nanirbetrachtung ” 1908. 
'ublished in Die Reformation der Philosophic (Leipzig, 1918). 

+ This address was delivered almost forty years ago— that is to say, before the 
eterminative discoveries of the general theory of relativity and quantum mechanics, 
'he scientific conception of nature, basic to Nelson, is that of classical physics or, 
lore precisely, classical mechanics; and to the extent that this is relevant, his state- 
lents on physics require revision. Such presuppositions as, for example, that it is 
leoreticallv possible to calculate eveiy^ event in advance provided sufficient knowl- 
dgc of natural laws and certain obsen'able physical data is available, or that all 
atural events take place in a unified, infinite, Euclidean space, can no longer be 
laintained today. 

But the modern corrections in no way affect our interpretation of the scientific 
ognirion of nature through which Nelson differentiates between the scientific and 
le esthetic world views. It is true of modem physics likewise that it explains 
atural phenomena by subordinating them to laws; but its explanations, too, can 
ever advance to a complete knowledge of reality. Indeed, Nelson’s thesis, that 
ricnce cannot achieve a complete and adequate knowledge of reality, finds re- 
Ewed corroboration in modem physics; and the conclusions he draws from this 
lesis are still valid today. (See Introduction, n. 13.) 

In view of numerous modem attempts to exploit recent phj^ical discoveries for 
urposes of romantic and religious speculation, his warning against confusing scien- 
fic and esthetic viewpoints takes on a new and especially urgent significance. 
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the things around us in their light that wc are prone to forget 
that this manner of thinking is by no means self-evident but has 
been achieved in the course of a very ingenious scientific develop- 
ment. 

When we subject this antithesis between the classic and the 


modem conceptions of nature to historical scrutiny, we see that 
its appearance was by no means abrupt. If we disregard the dark 
centuries of the Middle Ages, in which no intellectual progress 
was made at all, we find a continuous development from Pythag- 
oras’ doctrine of the harmony of the spheres to Laplace’s celes- 
tial mechamcs. The further we follow this development, the 
more the poetic coloring of the world-picture yields to construc- 
tions of the calculating intelligence, and the more the vagrant 
dream-figures of fantasy are superseded by a despiritualized 
svstem of masses under necessary natural lav^s. Kepler hearkened 
still to the music of the spheres; but Newton, on the basis of the 
lau^s of planetary motion that he himself discovered, made those 
gigantic discoveries that bound the motion of heavenly bodies to 
the laws of mechamcs and once for aU shattered the crystal 
spheres. The supernatural powers who formerly had guided the 

to a rigid mechanism 
the mouve power of which is self-contained. Without doubt 

the esthetic point of view^ has been entirely eliminated from the 

science of our day. There is no room for'ideas of the beautiful 

and the sublme in a domain in which one is concerned solely 

movements. 

Perhaps no one has more movingly portrayed the contrast 
bent een these two conceptions than Schiller in his poem Die 

f ■ “ pensive verses the 

ay the Greeks esthetic conception of nature has little by little 
been supplanted by the physicists’ modern scientific conception 
But the poet justified m portraymg esthetic imagery as a per 
manently lost possession and in bemoaning its downfall as^an 
^replaceable loss? Indeed, the law of gravidas dethroned the 
go ds of nat ure, and the time yill never return 

Da der Dichtung zauberische Hiille 

Sich noch lieblich um die Wahrheit wand.* 

• . when the magical cloak of poetry still tenderly enfolded the truth.” 
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But has science robbed the esthetic conception of nature of its 
independent importance? Has beauty vanished from nature, to 
exist henceforth only in the illusory fairyland of song? 

Is our knovdedge, we must ask ourselves, able to comprehend 
everything, without exception, from natural laws, or is there 
perhaps an insurmountable limit to the explanations of science? 
Is there a realm inaccessible to the calculations of the reflection; 
is there a region beyond the theoretically exphcable, no matter 
how^ far science may extend its sway? If there is no such region, 
then, to be sure, we shall have to grant unconditional sovereignty 
to the scientific conception of the universe and renounce all pre- 
tensions of the esthetic as illusory. 

Before we decide to recommend this renunciation, it may be 
worth while for us to examine the data that might guide us to 
an unprejudiced solution of this problem. If we wish to pass 
impartial judgment on the struggle for ascendency between the 
tv'o Weltanschauungen, we should do well to try to understand 
the real foundations of their so disparate methods of approach. 
Accordingly, I shall attempt a brief dehneation of these founda- 
tions and their relation to one another. 

All scientific knowledge of nature begins with sensory in- 
tuition, with the observation of the phenomena that take place 
before our senses. But it is not content merely to record the multi- 
farious facts that it observes; it seeks to explore the deeper con- 
nection between the phenomena; for the basic motive that gov- 
erns all the various manifestations of our cognition is the demand 
for unity in multiplicity. But this unity of events does not ap- 
pear immediately before our eyes. It is not itself perceptible; we 
can find a clue to it only via a derived and often very laborious 
comparison of the contents of our perceptions. We find it in 
k’LOS, in which alone the necessary connection between the di- 
verse individual phenomena resides. The exploration of this 
necessary lawfulness in natural events is the entire and only task 
of science. The subordination of the objects of sensory intuition 
under universal and necessary laws is effectuated by logical syl- 
logisms; and the essence of theory consists in the systematic erec- 
tion of such syllogisms. What we call nature is not the disorderly 
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confusion of the phenomena as they stream past before our 
senses; it is, rather, an interconnection ordered according to 
uni versal laws, M'hich we ourselves can no longer intuit but only 
think. For the law itself is not an object of intuition, although it 
is a necessary precondition on ^^■hich the existence of the objects 
of intuition depends. 

What we call the explanation of a phenomenon is nothing but 
the process of referring it back to a Jaw; and the explanation is 
the more complete t he m ore universal the la^vs are to w'hich it 
has been successfully referred back. The most universal laws are 
the basic principles of mechanics, i.e., the theory of the forces 
that determine the motion of bodies. For the complete explana- 
tion of a phenomenon, of whatever sort it may be, we must insist 
therefore on referring it back to mechanical principles. Thus 
we explain acoustic phenomena by disclosing the vibrations that 
produce the sounds and by deriving the latt's according to which 
these vibrations occur from the basic laws of mechanics. 


Now, the possibility of all explanation rests — a fact on which 
I cannot dwell here at greater length— on the application of the 
concepts of measurement and number. We must measure and 


count the phenomena, that is, we must explore the size-relation- 
ships that are to be found in them, if we wish to relate them to a 
scientific law and thus make them theoretically comprehensible. 
The apphcation of mathematics to the phenomena is the neces- 
sar)^ precondition of all scientific explanation. And also con- 
versely: everything to which the concepts of mathematics are 
applicable is accessible to scientific explanation. AVhatever can 
be measured in terms of spatial or temporal magnitude is subject 
to the authority of scientific theory; it must be explicable in 
terms of law. That many phenomena haye not yet been explained 
is not to be attributed to an inadequacy in scientific method but 
solely to the fact either that sufficient eyidence has not yet been 

collected or that the mathematical relations in question are too 
comphcated. 


Thus the naturdsci^tist conceives his world as a system of 
inertnm^ery condition of whidffi^d^termined, in accord- 
ance xvith necessaty laws, by the condition preceding it, so that 
a person who is able to survey the condition of the system at anv 
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arbitrarily selected tune can discover simply through calculation 
in accordance with these laws, all the rest of the history of the 
system. He can discover through calculation how one move- 
ment f ollov s another, how life is born from life, how thoughts 
develop from thoughts; and he can trace this sequence to any 
moment in time, no matter how remote in past or future. An 
intellect that has reached this highest level of the knowledge of 
nature would be superior only in degree to our astronomers, 
whose art enables them to calculate to the second, from ojie 
formula of Newton’s law of gravity, the past and future history 
of planetary motion. In Du Bois-Reymond’s brilliant statement: 


Just as the astronomer has only to give time the proper negative value 
in his equations concerning lunar motion in order to ascertain 
whether the sun over Piraeus was in eclipse when Pericles embarked 
for Epidaurus, that superior intellect could tell us, through the per- 
tinent consultation of his world-formula, who the Iron Mask was or 
how the President foundered. Just as the astronomer can predict the 
day on which a comet, hidden for years in the profundities of the 
universe, will again appear in the firmament, that superior intellect 
could read in his equations the day on which the Greek Cross will 
blaze from the Hagia 
coal. 


Sophia or England will bum its last lump of 


Now let us consider what is characteristic of the esthetic eval- 
uation of nature. The antithesis between it and the scientific 
evaluation manifests itself first of all in the fact that in the former 
w^e remain entirely within the realm of intuition. The individual 
entity is of interest to the scientist only in so far as it lends itself 
as an exemplification of a universal law. The esthetic attitude, 
on the other hand, endows the individual entity with a discrete 
meaning that could never be attributed to it from the scientific 
point of view. Physiology informs us that what we call a plant 
possesses as such absolutely no reality but is suiiply the law- 
determined form of continually changing substances. But when 
we adrnire the beauty of a plant we d o not inquire in to the chem- 
ical laws of rnetabol^m nor into the morphojogy of cell forma- 
tion. We irnmefse’pur^ejyesln" the as it presents itself 
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immediately to ot m visio n; we sepa rate i t, in effect, Jfrom the law- 
determined order of things, in which it appears as a transitional 
event, unimportant in itself, in a n i nfinite series of necessarily 
related occumnces. Or le t us as sume, to take another example, 
that on a cloudless night we find ourselves under the open sky 
and are contemplating the constellations of the firmament. The 
exaltation that is here awakened in us depends, in this case also, 
only on the content of immediate intuition and not on our more 
or less extensive astronomical information. The astronomer vill 
tell us that the stars whose luster gladdens us are so far aw'ay from 
us that their light travels for decades before it reaches our eyes 

we may be watching a star 
may have ceased to shine. This information may I 
to us otherwise, but it has no influence on our esthetic judgment. 
One acquainted with astronomy is also v^ell aware that the stars 
are in no physical interrelation corresponding to the intuitive 
order in which we combine them in the constellations but simply, 
according to the laws of optics and perspective, appear to us to 
be so interrelated. But this, too, is of no importance to the delight 
we experience in the image that we perceive. 

There is, ho wever, a vast difference between attributing 
esthetic significance to an object and simply feeling it to be 
pleasant. We call a thing pleasant when it affects our senses agree- 
ably: its pleasantness consists always ortly in the effect it has on 
us, the sentient subject. The beauty of a thing, on the other hand, 
is altogether independent of its relation to the observing subject’ 
The salad that one man sweetens with sugar is thereby made nn- 
pal ^able to an other. One man abormnatesffbuchTng a caterpillar 
andeven th e me re sight of one disgust s him; the other loes so 
p]?Mitre, In al l such case s it is a question only of the effect 

of the things on ourselyes, and we are quite satisfiedlo say, “This 
IS pleasant to mef' without thereby predicating any yalue to the 

entering into controyersy with those 
whose opinions di ffer from o urs. ^ 

In estheticyns quite another matter. When \y^call a Bach 
prelude beautiful we claim that eyery educated^rson should be 
of the sameopmon; and we do so not because of any accidental 


long after it 
e of interest 


and that consequently 
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homogeneity in man’s sense of hearing but because we attribute 
beauty to the object as such, independently of its effea on the 
organ of the perceiving subject.* 

This claim to universal validity that distinguishes the esthetic 
judgment is a highly remarkable fact. This apodictic character 
of the esthetic judgment is remarkable because the object that 
we are judging esthetically is always perceived through intuition 
and can therefore be only an individual entity. But outside of 
esthetics we are able to form apodictic judgments on individual 
entities only if we know a universal law from which we can 
deduce the particular case. Thus we can assert apodictically that 
a stone we throw will describe a parabola, since we know the 
universal law of which such trajectories are only a particular 
illustration. But in the esthetic field such a law is nowhere to be 
found. W e assert the beauty of a sonata with the most positive 
awareness that our judgment is valid, but we can cite no law from 
which its beauty can be deduced and made comprehensible 
through a logical syllogism in the way that we can derive and 
explain the parabola of the stone’s trajectory through a logical 
syllogism from the laws of falling bodies. If someone should dis- 
pute our esthetic judgment we could find no logical grounds on 
which to instruct him; we could only direct his attention to the 
beautiful object itself and urge him to develop his taste by ob- 
serving it. 

The beautiful is likewise differentiated from the useful by 
this same propert}’’. If inquiry is made into the usefulness of a tool 
or a machine, we need only ascertain whether or not the thing 
is suited to the fulfillment of its purpose, and we shall be able to 


• To this statement of Nelson’s the objection has been raised that not everyone 
likes Bach’s music, and that people’s esthetic jud^ents often differ radically. But 
this is not to say that the question where the truth hes in such d^utes is meaningless. 
With other differences of opinion, we take for grated that it makes sense to ask 
what is true and what is false. We believe it is possible to confront the convictions 
of one person with those of another and to decide the issue by scru tiniz i n g the ca- 
dence on both sides. To be sure, conceptually analyzable grounds are lacking in the 
esthetic field, and consequently the argument cannot be settled with logical reasons. 
But there can be a kind of discussion where one party to the ^pute pome out 
beauties to the other which previously had escaped him; there is such a thing 2S 
developing and educating appreciation. The differentiarion we make between good 
and bad taste, between more and less educated ta^e, shows that we actually do as- 
sociate the claim to objeaive validity with esthetic judgments. 
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determine its value or lack of value from its suitability or un- 
suitabUity for the fulfillment of its purpose. But this is not so in 
the evaluation of the beautiful — for what might be the purpose 
of a beautiful flower, a beautiful constellation, a beautiful sonata? 
The very inquiry into the purpose of the beautiful must appear 
grotesque to us. The bea utiful does no t serve a s_t:he^means to an 
end, from which it derives its value; it is as little useful as it is 
pleasant: it is simply satisfying in itself, with no need of com- 
parison. Its purpose and value are immanent in it. 

The unique significance of the beautiful can therefore be made 
comprehensible neither by a natural law nor by a law of teleol- 
ogy. The magnificence of a play of color, the harmony of mu- 
sical tones, the grace of forms — all these are invested with a 
mysterious import, which we can feel but which we are unable 
to define in concepts. 

I said above that we should understand under “nature” the 

existence of things in so far as it is determined by universal and 

necessary laws. On the basis of this formulation we can now 

make the assertion that beauty is never an attribute of a thing 

qua object of nature. It is true that the beautiful is inconceivable 

without a certain inner order, but this order, this regularity and 

harmony that please us in the beautiful are not to be determined 

through universal laws of the intellect. They must manifest 

themselves to our intuition and simply cannot be reduced to 
concepts. 

Herewith we return to the question posed in the beginning. 

If we are unwilling to repudiate the reality of the beautiful as a 

snare and a delusion, it would appear that we come into conflict 

with the claims of science. Or can perhaps a domain be found 

no matter how remote, in which elucidating theory has no juris- 

^coon, a domain permanently exempt from scientific treatment? 

And we are obliged to confess that we know of no such domain 

and that we can never hope to find it, what escape remains for 
an esthetic conception of the world? 

The in^te extension and divisibility of space and time make 
It impossible for science to terminate its exploration of causes at 
any one point; rather, the infinite diversity of phenomena pre- 
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sents it continually with new tasks. But precisely this boundless- 
ness of its domain impels us on closer scrutiny to recognize an 
insurmountable limit to human knowledge; since we can never 
complete our knowledge, we are obliged to recognize that com- 
plete knowledge of the world is impossible for us. Our knowl- 
edge can never become a finished whole; it must always remain 
fragmentary, and fragmentary in such a \vay that we cannot 
even in our thoughts perfect it to a complete whole. If, for in- 
stance, we should at any time in our progressive discovery of 
the galaxies come to a boundary of the universe, that could never 
justify our holding this boundary for anything more than the 
limit of our experience up till then. For in order to know that 
there could be no other stars outside it we should have to have 
searched through all the rest of space; but since space is infinite 
this is impossible. The perfecting of our limited scientific knowl- 
edge to a completed whole is therefore inconceivable. Conse- 
quently, our knowledge is limited not only in degree but also 
in its essential nature. 

We cannot conceive of achieving a complete or omniscient 
knowledge of the world through a gradual consummation of our 
present knowledge; rather, we must think of the former as dif- 
ferent in its essence from the latter. But we can form no positive 
notion of such an omniscient knowledge; the concept of it re- 
mains entirely without content for us. We can only define it 
negatively, as a knowledge that is not subject to any limit but 
can command a view of the world as a complete whole; that is, 
we must think of the world as a complete whole even though our 
limited knovcledge of it is necessarily not susceptible of com- 
pletion. Therefore, we can form a concept of the world as it 
exists independent of our limited knowledge of it only by think- 
ing of the bounds that circumscribe our knowledge as abrogated. 

Something that exists independent of the way in which we 
have knowledge of it is called a thing-in-itselj {Bing an sich). A 
thing-in-itself can therefore never become the object of scien- 
tific kno^\•ledge. AVe can express this by saying that we have only 
ideas of the things-in-themselves. An idea is a notion the object 
of w^hich cannot be found in any specific cognition. Two qual- 
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ides are necessary to make a cognidon specific: intuition and 
concept. Intuidon informs us of the diversity of the individual 
phenomena; by means of the concept we think out the law under 
v'hich the individual phenomena are subordinated. Only by 
connecting intuidon and concept does science find unity in 
diversity. There does not exist for our knowledge any phenom- 
enon that does not adhere to the lawfulness of our reflection; 
and no more does there exist a law under which not real phe- 
nomena are subordinated. We observed at the outset how the 
unity of our knowledge of nature is brought about by the re- 
ciprocal determinadon of intuition and concept, phenomenon 
and law. Now we see clearly in what respect this knowledge of 
nature is limited, in what respect it must necessarily remain un- 
sadsfactory: the longing of our reason for unity cannot be 
entirely sadsfied by science. We can conceive of the complete 

unity of the umverse only in ideas; science can never attain 
it. 

But how does all this bear on the esthedc conception of nature? 
Very closely, as we shall see at once. I said above that an idea 
is a nodon the object of which can not b e giyen in any specific 
cognidon. Accordingly, we can discriminate between tw o sorts 
of ideas: on the one hand there can be concepts, which allov' of 
no intuitiv e determin adon, concepts of whose objects we can 
achieve no int mdon; on the other hand there can be intuitive 
nodons, w hich all ow of no con ceptual determination , intuitions 
that cannot be reduced t Q_concepts. Of the first sort are the above- 
mendon ed concepts of the things-in-themselves, which we form 
by negating the limits of our knowledge. To differentiate them 
from the other sort of ideas we can designate these limit-negating 
ideas of the things-in-themselves as logical ideas. The ideas of the 
other sort ^e forms of intuidon that cannot be reduced to con- 
cepts; ^d it is just such forms that \ve previously recotrnized as 
those characKrisric of jhe esthedc wav of conceiving things We 
might therefore call them esthetic ideas. ’ 

It is now nojo^er difficult to make clear the possibility of the 
gAegc conegp ^n of nature and its reladon to'the scTentific 
We can now specify how it is that there is room for an esthetic 
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conception alongside the scientific and that each can exist with- 
out infringing on the claims of the other. We have found that 
the esthetic attitude does not judge its object as an object of 
nature but, as it were, isolates it, detaches it from its intercon- 
nection ufith the infinite mechanism of the phenomena. Now, 
when science explains for us the mechanism of events, what more 
does it accomplish than point out to us with every given phe- 
nomenon another from which according to law the necessary 
succession of the first can be understood? And this other phe- 
nomenon can in its turn only be explained by our pointing out a 
third, in which the necessity of its occurrence is grounded. Thus 
every explanation refers back to something unexplained: we 
solve one problem by setting another in its place. Since we come 
to no final point in the series of phenomena, we reach no final 
point in our explanations. The necessity which characterizes 
events in nature proves therefore to be hmited; the original for- 
tuitousness of phenomena cannot be set aside, it can only be 
pushed back. 

I pointed out above that whoever knew the condition of all 
the parts of a material system at any one moment would then be 
in a position to deduce the entire history of the system. Which 
moment of time one chooses is immaterial; but it is significant 
for the question vfith which we are now concerned to affirm 
that such a condition, not deducible from law and therefore 


fortuitous, ?mist necessarily be assumed. Even the most complete 
scientific theory cannot suspend this fortuitousness. The astron- 
omer who is able with infallible mathematical certainty to cal- 


culate the position of the stars for any past or future time still 
needs the empirical knowledge of their constellation at some 
particular time. Although he can choose this time at his discre- 
tion, nevertheless the geometric arrangement of the stars that 
he observes and uses as the chosen point of departure for his 


calculations is plainly accidental. 

This fortuitousness of the original arrangement leaves room 
for the esthetic conception of nature. Whereas science observes 
the given substance of sensory intuition only with reference to 
its dependence on universal laws, the esthetic evaluation rests 
precisely on the recognition of the original fortuitousness of the 
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intuitive arrangement of this substance. For it is just this for- 
tuitousness that allows us to accord the objects of intuition an 
importance of their own, one independent of the mechanism of 
which they are a part. 


Herewith the nature of the esthetic judgment, which seemed 
so inscrutable, becomes comprehensible to us. We understand 
first of all why it is only objects of intuition that we can evaluate 
esthetically. But while intuitiveness is a necessary condition of 
the beautiful, it is not the essence of beauty. The content of the 
intuitio n must harmo jiize to a unified whol e in order to be in- 
veste d with esthetic sig nificance. The beamiful must have the 
unifie JTofm of an indiv idual whole, throug lvvvTIchi nsTsolated 
from the infinite" fl ux of the phenome na. I\ot every sequence of 
musical notes isTe autiful, but only a sequ ence so ordered as to 
take the for m of alnelo dy. This ind ividual form, this inner unity 

and hannqny_qf the beautiful, is truly the^indescribable and in- 

effable^qre, which cannot be articulafeT in words or reduced to 

concepts. The true enchantment of the beautiful resides in this 

orm. This enchantment reposes in the fact that things satisfy the 

need of our reason for unity \vhere we could not have expected 

It, that they respond to this need without our being able to grasp 

the necessity of such a response. Wt can now easily understand 

the mscrutabihty of this enchantment and the impossibility of 

explainmg it, when we recall that we explain something by de- 

rivmg It from a natural law; but the form of the beautifulmust 

be regarded as that which is aj^olutely accidental and therefore 
not m be derived from natural laws. * 

Bm although beauty cannot be traced back theoretically to a 
law the es A enc [udgm ent’s claim to apodictic v'^iHif^rwhich 
we have aLrea^onsMered, betrays the fact that it'must be 

be, on which the universal 
validity and necesswof the esthetic judgments rest. Since this 

principle is not to be foundjnouijmowledge of nature we can 

look for It only „ ideas. Now, therilSVutside the elhSc 

ideas no others ^tiejogical ideas of the things-in-themselves 

Therefore^atter must un derlie the esthetic c oncSn in a 
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way ^alogous to that in which the laws of the inteUect underlie 
the theoretical conception. But whereas the theoretical subor- 
^aaon of the phenomena under a law is established by a syl- 
ogism, It IS m the esthetic conception merely a feeling that relates 

the phenomena to the ideas. 

This explams the deeper meaning that we attach to the beau- 

nf "k Y f the imique eff ect that it has on the spiritual temper 
of the bdiqlder. The beautiful, because of its immediate relation 
to ideas, towers, as it were, above the world of phenomena up 
into the world of .thmgs m_themselves. Every truly beautiful 
object evokes theydea of consummated unity. A loftier, mysteri- 
ous truth is annunciated in the beautiful forms of nature, in a 

anguag^that, to be sure, no intellec t can deciphe r but every 
refined sensibility will a ppr ehend. ^ 

Consequently the anxiety lest the development of science 
choke off the feelmg for beauty in man is unfounded. This feel- 
mg, both in its origins and its essence, is superior to all scientific 
explanations and can never be stolen from us by any sort of 
scientific insight. The scientific and the esthetic attitudes toward 
nature do not exclude one another but are complementary. But 
V e must keep well in mind that an amicable coexistence of the 
two points of view' is possible only if they are kept separate, and 
that each must be careful not to trespass on the preserve of the 
other, if they are not both to suffer injury. 


It is implicit in this matter that the necessity of a discrete de- 
velopment of the theoretical and esthetic conceptions made itself 
felt only rather late in the course of history. The discovery of 
the true order of the universe and the natural law's necessitated 
the final divorce of physics and esthetics. The Greeks w'ere still 
able in large measure to adapt their ideas of art and mythology to 
their undeveloped science; they could still imagine nature "as a 
cosmos, i.e., as an architectonically ordered whole, on the anal- 
ogy of a work of art. This is clearly demonstrated in the Pythag- 
orean picture of the w’orld, in which the heavenly spheres are 
ordered at various levels around the divine fire at the center: at 
the lowest level the terrestrial region of clouds and winds, and 
of the orbit of the earth; thereafter, the spheres, w'heeling in 
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their eternal rotation, of the moon, the sun, and the planets; and 
so out to the farthest sphere, on which the stars are embossed and 
which is engirded by Olympus, the dwelling of the gods. This 
cosmos manifests in its architectonic arrangement a plurality of 
heavenly regions, which nevertheless together form a whole; 
and the unity of this whole reposes in intuition. Hence the world- 
structure presents itself in the form of an esthetic idea. 

The esthetic allurement of this astronomical image had to dis- 
appear as soon as the discovery of the infinity of space rent its 
unity asunder. It has often been remarked that Ptolemy’s world- 
concept had this advantage over Copernicus’, that it provided 
the poetic imagination with a more congenial field of activity. 
The truth of this observation is made clear by a comparison of 
Dante’s Divine Comedy with Klopstock’s Messias. The former 
sets before our eyes, in our wanderings through Hell, Purgatory, 
and Heaven, the various stories of the world-edifice; the latter 
extends its picture into the immeasurable, and while the scene 
of action proper is limited to the narrow confines of Palestine 
we are expected to follow the flight of the spirits thromh stellar 
space: the attempt to satisfy both imagination and intellect has 
resulted in a strident discordance in the execution. 

But in the last analysis what has deprived the new world- 

picture of esthetic significance is not reaUy the circumstance that 

the earth has been moved from its firm position nor that it has 

become a subordmate member of a subordinate system. As a 

inatter of fact, the view taken in the Copemican system does not 

absolutely exclude a poetic treatment, men Klopstock sings 
m the spirit of this view: ^ ° ’ 

Um Erden wandeln Monde, 

Erden um Sonnen, 

Aller Sonnen Heere wandeln 
Um eine grosse Sonne — * 

the picture of the world-structure painted in these verses still 

arrangement and gronpinv of the 
havenly bodies around a centra] sun, the architectonic Snity of 

kosE of aJl Uie aim re- 
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an esthetic idea. But this picture no longer corresponds to the 
theories of modern astronomy. First of all, the center of gravity 
of the system of stars need not be located within a star but can 
he somewhere in empty space; moreover (and this is the essential 
factor) , we must necessarily think of the universe in space as in- 
completable, and this thought deprives of all meaning the no- 
tion of a spatial center and hence of a universal sun. Therewith 
the architectonic unity of the earlier world-picture is defini- 
tively destroyed, since that which is inimitably extended has no 
form or shape. We can no longer imagine the totality of the uni- 
verse intuitively; we can conceive of it only in logical ideas. 

Immersion in this infinity of astronomical space leaves one 
with no other impression than the stupefying sensation of an un- 
relenting desolation, a benumbing frigidity— an impression that, 
to be sure, can achieve indirectly, through the infinite humility 
with w'hich it strikes us and which seems to destroy our own 
physical existence, a lofty ethical significance, but still an im- 
pression that remains esthetically meaningless. He who hopes 
that a deeper penetration into this picture will satisfy the needs 
of his spirit will soon find himself bitterly disappointed. We can 
confront his expectations with the words that stand at the thresh- 
old of Dante’s Hell: 

All hope abandon, ye who enter here. 

Nevertheless, a few have tried to animate this modern astro- 
nomical picture poetically by portraying, on the analogy of the 
ancient doctrine of the migration of souls, a journey of departed 
spirits through space, in which the soul, after it has achieved the 
degree of perfection possible on one heavenly body, travels to 
another and thus progresses through ever higher stages of per- 
fection toward its consummation. But this notion simply leads 
us along an endless path of progress, without ever affording us 
the prospect of a resting place: it can only make us the more 
conscious, through the hopelessness of this restless and never 
satisfied nomadism, how despairing and devoid of taste such a 
conception is. 

Thus we had better not appraise the various astronomical 

systems in terms of their esthetic value. If it is once for all im- 
¥ 
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possible to satisfy the demands of both esthetics and science in 
one picture, why should we not content our esthetic needs m ith 
the sublime spectacle that the star-strewn vault of the night offers 
directly to our senses? Is not this spectacle in its inexhaustible 
magic superior to the constructions of the calculating intellect? 


This esthetic view has its proper significance and will never 
lose it, if we but adhere to the principle of not letting it lay any 
claim to being scientific. The attempt to elaborate the one view 
with the means of the other betrays both gross scientific igno- 
rance and crudity of taste. Nevertheless, there has grovm up in 
quite recent times a considerable school, which has sought the 
true ideal of a harmonic spiritual development in just such an 
aUiance and interpenetration of the esthetic and the theoretical 
conception— a school which just recently has achieved new fame 
and seems to be winning more and more adherents among us. I 
refer to the romanticists. “If thou wouldst penetrate to the in- 
most essence of physics, allow thyself to be initiated in the mvs- 
teries of poetr)^,” says Friedrich Schlegel, enunciating in one 
sentence the gospel of romanticism. This school has made de- 
mands on science that its very nature does not permit it to fulfill. 
Discontented with the prosaic sobriety of theoretical natural 
science, this school turned with contempt from the mathematical 
clarity of science’s methods and results, back to the ill-contrived 
anthropomorphisms of Greek natural philosophy: the old dream 
of the world soul was to come true as a physical poem or a poetic 
physics, in an absurd hodgepodge of theoretical thought-proc- 
esses and mnhological fantasies— an undertaking that must if 
persisted m, be pernicious to aU healthy thinking and feeling! 

bchiller never participated in any such fantastic business. He 
always held the earnestness of exact science in high regard and 
m his later years he even succeeded, through a philosophical in- 
vesQgaaon of the beautiful, in rising above the mood of resi<T- 

expression in his poem Die Goner 

iess^an the objective pnnciple of esthetic judgments. His lucid 
^tablishment of his formulation, “Beauty is freedom in the phe- 
nomenon (Schonhett ist Freiheit in der Erscheinung), shows 
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that he came amazingly close to the true solution of the problem. 

On the other hand, we cannot declare Goethe innocent of an 
offense through \\^hich he involved not so much himself as the 
great multitude of his less independent contemporaries in a par- 
ticipation in the confusions of romanticism. Goethe was, of all 
the moderns, the most eloquent herald of the objective reahty of 
the beautiful, but he did not always note and respect the line of 
demarcation between the provinces of esthetics and theory. It 
is undeniable that natural science is indebted to him for various 
fruitful discoveries, but these all belong to the field of merely 
descriptive science and natural history. He regarded the soulless 
mechanism that characterizes nature in the mathematical physics 
of Newton and his successors as a caricature of nature which 
aroused his liveliest repugnance. His evolutionary studies, too, 
have their source more in an esthetic idea than in a striving for 
scientific explanation. He did not want, as has been correctly 
jointed out, to reduce man to a mechanism, as modern biology 
tas done, but rather to elevate all of nature to the heights that 


man represents. 

The first meeting between Goethe and Schiller took place at 
a gathering of natural scientists at which both happened to be 
present. As they were leaving a lecture on botany they became 
involved in a conversation on science. Goethe began to elaborate 
the basic thought of his metamorphosis of plants; but Schiller 
interrupted him soon with the words, **That is not experience, 
that is an idea.” This statement of Schiller’s formulates in the 


clearest way possible the inner antithesis between the direction 
of his own thought and Goethe’s; but it has also a more umversal 
significance in the history of ideas. Goethe, in commingling ex- 
perience with ideas, paved the way for romanticism. 

That delusive mirage of romanticism, the mirage of a science 
compounded of ideas, should no longer deceive us today. Be- 
cause of tlie autonomy of natural law and the fact that the sensory 
world cannot be completely apprehended, we shall never suc- 
ceed in discovering for the visible universe a form of intuition 
that bears the stamp of completion and that might again marry 
theory to esthetics through the magic of an esthetic idea. To be 
sure, there is and there always will be an esthetic truth, but this 
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truth is not the truth of science. The consummated unity of the 
world becomes manifest to us, not in a universal natural law, but 
only in the diversitv’^ of esthetic ideas. Let us therefore disclaim 
all efforts to intermix the pure feeling for beauty with the scien- 
tifically exact concepts of the intellect. 

Even today nature speaks its divine language to us through her 
esthetic ideas; but science is unable to interpret its meaning. 



Ill 


THE WORLD-VIEW OF ETHICS 

AND RELIGION * 


R omain rolland says a beautiful and simple thing about 

Jean Christophe: “After all, he was far too religious to 
think much about God.” We cannot say that of our time. 
Our time thinks much about God, but it is not religious. 

Behind us lies the sudden change from security and prosperity 
to insecurity and want. Men no longer see their way. No longer 
can they cover their expenses. Violent fluctuations in prices have 
completely obscured the value of material goods, and spiritual 
values have become altogether vague. What some reject assumes 
for others an all the more e xaggerate d worth. 

Most people stand perplexed at these fluctuations in moral 
currency. They follow the impulse of the moment, but, for all 
that, they long for some security of mind, some firm foundation 
for life. They feel the need of learning how to judge and under- 
stand events and of forming their judgments in relation to a 
harmonious and ordered world about them. 


Certainly there have been times in the past when the calamities 
that have befallen men have been as great as — nay, even greater 
than — today; times in which decades of wars and invasions or 
the hostile powers of nature have defeated men. But men had 
then that which our generation lacks to help them see their way 
and begin anew. Their thought and faith rested in a “closed” 
concept of the world. This view might have been naive, super- 
stitious, shortsighted, and earth-bound, or visionary and mystical, 
now nearer to, now farther from, the truth; yet it formed the 
firm foundation of their existence, the ground upon which they 


• An address, “Sittliche und religiose VVeltansicht,” given at the twenw-sixth 
Student Conference at Aarau, March 13 to 15, 1922. Published in XXVI Aarm^ 
Smdenten-Konferenz (Leipzig, igiz) and Abhandlungen der Fries schen Schule, VJ 
(Berlin, 1933), No. i. Published in English as “The Moral and Religion View of the 
World” in Politics and Education by Leonard Nelson (London, Allen & Unv^. 
1928), tr. by W. Lansdell and revised for this volume by Thomas K. Brown ffl 
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could build again after the floo d of events had passed over them. 

Since the time of the Reform^ion this circumscribed world 
has fallen into ruin. The cleavage of faith, initiated by Luther, 
soon developed into a mere cleavage of the churches, in which 
dogma opposed dogma. This gulf could be bridged by edicts of 
toleration. But the gulf formed by the reformation of astronomy 
went deeper and was unbridgeable. When Kepler subjected the 
orbits of the planets to the geometry of conic sections and New- 
ton explained the movements of the heavenly bodies by the law 
of gravity, then knowledge detached itself from faith and con- 
ceived a v’orld who se riddles could all be solved by the calculat- 
ing and me asuring in t^ect. In this vie\y of_the \yorld the colorful 
and varied drama of development was reduced to movements 
that the lav^s of mechan ics were capable of explaining. The 
thought of a crea tion and the id e^that nature was bound by laws 
of v alue have b ecome, in this concep^tion, a hypothesis that is 
simp ly superflu ous. 

The next step tov'ard the destruction of the idea of the system- 
atic unity of our knowledge was taken v'hen ethics was finally 
emancipated from physics, on the one hand, and (even more 
important) from faith, on the other. This advance, however, has 
hardly penetrated the general consciousness. When Kant dis- 
covered the distinction between categorical and hypothetical 
imperatives, he divorced the obligation of the moral law from any 
kind of compulsion, from the necessity of nature, as well as from 
any sanction through the power of a lawgiver superior to man. 

This doctrine of Kant s, by which the dignity of man was for 
the first time really set forth, definitely marked the overthrow 
of the medieval viev' of the world. For of what use is insight into 
the laws governing the mechanism of nature if we do not also 
have free insight into the moral law, which sets the standard for 
our personal conduct? Without su ch kn o wle dge man, no matter 
how profpupdhispi^ietration in to the secrets of nafnrp y^ould 

his, highest practical decisions, dependent every- 
where upon the tutelage of r p owers. 

Obviously, it was only slowly and amid great struggles that 

Jese bold scientific conquests could transform man’s viey^s on 
his lire and the universe. 
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A deep and sustained effort of the human spirit was naturally 
required to lay the foundations of the new sciences and to con- 
struct on these foundations the system of exact sciences and of 
ethics. No wonder, therefore, that the gradual advance of science 
has been hampered by errors and mistakes, which made under- 
standing more difficult, and that, further, the presentation of 
the completed research and findings demanded a language so 
carefully considered, restrained, and abstract that the general 
public had neither the capacity to understand nor the willingness 
to keep pace with it. 

But there was a deeper reason still, a purely emotional one, 
which made the introduction and the recognition of these scien- 
tific achievements difficult. Natural science posited a world un- 
bounded in time and space, in opposition i 
the conviction of a “closed” world, defined and complete in it- 
self . Furthermore, ethics set the law of hur 


rom 


[ the aims of a divine world gC B' ex 

the jd4— deeply rootedj n the reaso n of man— of the u nity of 

the w orld seem ed to b e assa iled. 

The efforts of monistic thought to enforce a unified view of 

the world were just as little able to satisfy the feeling for truth as 
were the efforts of pluralism, which postulated the existence of 
several worlds. And since, in the conflicting doctrines, the idea 
of the unity of the world no longer found a secure foothold, each 
one stood by his own view without considering that of others, 
and so interest in the solution of this problem dwindled. The 
religious view of the world remained in unadjusted disagreement 
\vkl the achievements of human progress, maintaining a shadowy 
existence in churches and sects. The natural sciences allowed 
only experience to pass as assured truth. And on both sides eftorts 
were made to keep ethics in bondage-efforts whose combmed 

effect was to starve the moral life more and more. 

With this confused inheritance the European nations entered 

into the chaos of the World War, and even before it was ended 
they were obliged to admit the bankruptcy of their view of the 

world, which long had been unsound. 

Can we hope for a reconstruction? 

When Frederick the Great had ended the Seven Yeats War, 
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he immediately began the reconstruction of his state. He made 
good his promise to build up in seven years what seven years had 
demohshed. The reconstruction of Europe will take longer, if 
it is accomplished at all; and it will succeed only when to the 
political treaties of peace is added a treaty far more comprehen- 
sive and radical — a treaty of peace between the reformations and 
revolutions, which since the beginning of modern times have 
been struggling among themselves for their rights. 

This peace, too, can come about only through the efforts of 
men. And only those are qualified to negotiate who know no 
fear, least of all fear of the truth. For in this peace negotiation 
it will avail men nothing to indulge their weaknesses. Nothing 
short of absolute honesty will help them. 

Today I would attempt to lay before you such a treaty of 
peace, or at least that part of it which I take to be the chief article. 
I am prompmd chiefly by a practical interest; but I believe that 
I can best serve this practical interest if I abide by my calling, 
which is that of philosophical investigator. To philosophize de- 
mands sobriety, and the test of this sobriety lies in clearness and 
defimteness of language; the unequivocal relation benveen word 
and thought. What, in this way, the language of the philosopher 
loses in force of imagery and immediate emotional appeal, it 
must make good by its power to lead the student to think for him- 
self and thereby to achieve a calm certainty of judgment. With- 
out such independence of thought, the result is at best only a 
lifeless repetition of formulae. You will therefore understand 
that I must make some demands on your attention if I am to treat 

my subject in a manner in keeping with my respect for this 
gathering. 

Permit me, however, in order to avoid making unnecessary 
difficulties for you and to facilitate your understanding, to ap- 
proach our subject by way of a simple consideration. 

Lloyd George has declared that all the governments more or 
1 ^ stumbled into the war. To many it seems that this phrase puts 
the que^on of guilt at last in the right light; since no one is at 
fault. It is meaningless to seek for the culprit. 

I attach another meaning to the pronouncement of the English 
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smesrnan. Granted that his assertion is correct, it has not proved 
he question of guilt to be futile, but, on the contrary, it has con 
nbuted a good deal to its solution-indeed, his assertion con- 

teins directly the answer to the question as to the guilty party 
Those men stumbled into the AVorld War who built up the enor- 
mous war machines, which needed, as it were, only the pressure 
of a finger in order to perform irresistibly their work of destruc- 
tion, and who have thus, vfithout knowing what they did set in 
motion the machinery of destruction, leaving things to take their 
course. The responsibility for the wzt, then, rests with the fatal- 
ism with w'hich governments and governed have let thinas go 
as they have gone. With that judgment, it is believed, the ques- 
uon of guilt may be dismissed. But v^hat would be the reaction 
if a judge chose to pronounce the following sentence on a ^roup 
of drunken men who had smashed a shop window: “They^'were 

all drunk; they all stumbled into the window; therefore no one 
is guilty”? ■ 


Not to repudiate such fatalism is to surrender oneself to it. But 
if it is to be opposed successfully, the roots which nourish it must 
be discovered and dug up. I see two varieties of this aberration. 
There is, first of all, a fatalism arising from moral weakness, 
whether this rests upon weakness of will or upon light- 
mindedness. Fatalism of this sort carries its own condemnation. It 


seeks no justification. But there is a fatalism more deeply rooted, 
well known to history as characteristic of Eastern peoples, but 
which one would hardly expect to find in the advanced life of 
modern Europe. It springs basically from a misguided religious 
feeling and draws from this an apparent justification, of which 
the fatalism arising from moral weakness takes advantage, using 
it as a cloak to hide its own true nature. Its demoralizing effects 
are hypocrisy and cynicism. 

Fatalism, then, must be attacked at the point at which, as an 
erroneous conviction, it influences the will of men. If indeed 


fatalism is derived from a misguided religious feeling, then it is 
at once clear that there is some want of harmony between the 
fatalist’s ethical and religious views. 

If M'e wish to investigate the relation of two views to each 
other, w e must first of all try to be clear as to what these views 
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are; and if we are guided by the practical interest of setting the 
conduct of men on the right road, we shall not discuss farfetched 
opinions on ethics and religion; instead we shall ask ourselves: 
What does ethics demand, and what is religion? 

I begin with the first, the question of ethics, because where 
science makes the decisions, the truth is more readily grasped 
and is more easily accessible. Not that faith is any less certain t lan 
science. But the certitude of faith finds expression only in nega- 
tive ideas — that is, in concepts of a reality that wc can apprehend 
only by opposing it to what is found in experience. From this, 
then, we must set out — not, indeed, in order to have faith but in 
order to achieve real understanding of it. 

Ethics sets us tasks — tasks for our conduct — but it does not 
offer us any inducement, such as the profit, comfort, or pleasure 
to be gained from an action. It gives us no counsel of prudence 
and entices us by no hopes; on the contrary, everything which 
otherwise might seem to man worthy of effort it conditions on 
morality— that is, on the fulfillment of duty. 

Duty commands absolutely, without regard to any other end, 
without regard to our inclinations, not even to our love. When 
something h^pens that ought not to happen, then any advantage 
arising therefrom loses its merit. When anyone strives after an 
apparent ideal, which involves setting aside the requirements of 
duty, or indeed has the presumption to outbid duty, we have a 
more despicable behavior than when crude impulse openly rides 
roughshod over the consciousness of duty. 

If duty pays no regard to inclination, then it is clear that moral 
action cannot take place under the influence of emotion or from 
mere habit. It demands deliberateness and thus insight into what 
we “ought.” Without such insight it is only by chance that 
conduct can harmonize with what is morally enjoined. The moral 
commmd, however, claims mandatory validity. But that is 
realized only when man has the insight to perceive the duty laid 
upon him and thereby eliminates the element of chance from its 
fulfillment. Without such insight, indeed, the demands of duty 
would never be brought home to him. The obligation we call 
duty IS not a fact but a law. We cannot gain knowledge of laws 
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by observation as we do of facts; we apprehend laws only through 

thinking. If, therefore, there is any such thing as a moral law at 5l 

then we can act morally only on the basis of our own insight! 

Morahty stands or faUs with the possibdity of personal insight 

mto duty. Any command imposed by an outside will is entirely 

beyond the range of our insight. We can take cognizance of the 

claim of this will as a fact; we can even submit ourselves to it; 

but never can such a will estabhsh its validity. If the autonomy 

of ethics is done away with; if, in other words, the law of duty 

springs from a higher will, then it is the law of duty itself that is 

done away with. An “ought” because another vdlls it, is a contra- 
diction in terms. 

With this exposition of the concept of duty the autonomy of 
ethics and its independence of any authority is established. And 
for this it has been entirely unnecessary to define what is specifi- 
cally commanded by duty. It is enough that we are able to appre- 
hend the mere concept of duty in order for the autonomy of 
ethics to be established. 

W e stand now at the point where we can fix our eyes on the 
relation of the ethical to the rehgious view of the world. The 
fatalist who undertakes to explain his conduct as dependent on 
the divine will surrenders the possibility of moral action. Perhaps 
he does not even claim to k7io'w the divine will. It suffices him 
that history is directed by the will of God, and this makes null 
and void the task of realizing the good among men by personal 
effort. 

If human life is guided by a higher providence, then it is under 
the dominion of eternal goodness. But where eternal goodness 
reigns, there it is only possible to be good, not to become good. 
Though the world may appear imperfect to the limited vision of 
man, it cannot — being ruled by divine goodness — be so in fact. 
Therefore, all man’s attempts to improve the world must be just 
as meaningless as if he were to bid the wind to blow or command 

the sun to bestow warmth and light. 

The fatalist who accepts the course of life as an inevitable fate 
and denies personal responsibility merely represents, in so doing, 
the only truly valid consequence of the religious interpretation of 
history. For if, in order to save morality, one tried the evasion, 



World-View of Ethics and Religio?! 69 

“Perhaps just this development of man toward the good is God’s 
will,” then the fatalist — not merely with better logic but even 
with better faith — would answer by pointing to God’s perfec- 
tion. It is impossible to think of God as creator of the insufficient. 
His ends cannot be represented as subject to development in 
nature and as dependent upon the help of His creatures. 

Whoever combines the religious view of the world with the 
ethical in otie view is inevitably led not only to the subordination 
of human aims to God’s aims but also to the abandonment of the 
ethical task altogether. Any attempt to maintain the uncondi- 
tional necessity of the “ought,” which is the essence of duty, 
leads him to insolvable contradictions with the idea of faith. 

The sovereignty of the good in nature can only be conceived 
as a demand upon the human will, as an end to be realized only 
through human activity. Though the ethical view of the world 
by no means excludes the recognition of divine ends, it cannot 
conceive of them as being valid in nature. The principles of faith 
and the principles of ethics can never be united in one world- 
view; for our limited human knowledge they are apart. The 
ethical view of the world has no reference to the highest good 
in the world, not even to the destiny of man in respect to the 
world-purpose, but only to the aims which man, from his own 
insight into the law of duty, sets himself in nature and according 
to which he himself should shape his life and his history. 

The religious view of the world rises above this view of the 
worth and aim of man in nature. We have faith in the reality 
of a world under the sway of the divine will but, owing to the 
limitations of our reason, the hope of developing this religious 
view of the world in positive concepts and of uniting it theoreti- 
cally with the ethical view under one principle remains forever 
vain. 

The fatalist who misunderstands the law of the separation of 
truth into the diffe rent views of the world carries over the prin- 
ciples of the divine order of the universe into human life in na- 
ture. His religious feeling is misguided. He is lured into a view 
of the world which denies the autonomy, and therewith the 
moral destiny, of man. He makes of man a mere creature, blindly 
guided by an invisible hand. Men stumbled into the World War. 
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To Ais statement, laden with cynicism, the fatalist must sub- 

The bridge fatalism builds between the eternal and the finite 
world-order does not hold up. Fatahsm does not satisfy the 
deeper convictions of men. We cannot renounce the truth of the 
moral demands that are perceptible to everyone in the voice of 
conscience. AVhere the fatalist comes up against a conflict be- 
tween the ethical and the religious view, he abandons the ethical 
truth Muthout reflecting that such a conflict should make him 

suspect his o\\’n premises; for one truth cannot exclude another 
truth. 

There v'ould, indeed, be an insoluble contradiction, so that we 
should be compelled to sacrifice the one view in favor of the 
other, if it should prove true that we are capable of unlimited 
knowledge, for in that case, i ndeed, the sy stematic unity of our 
subjectively perceived world-view must really correspond to 
the objective unity of the M orld. 

I cannot introduce here the proof of the necessary limitation 
of our kno^^fledge as it is developed by critical philosophy in the 
doctrine of transcendental idealism. Yet we may here observe— 
and that is sufficient for our purpose — that, without the tacit 
presumption of capacity for unhmited knowledge, we cannot 
conclude that there is a contradiction bet\veen the ethical 
and the religious view from the fact that it is impossible to unite 
them in one system. Conversely, from the separation of these 
two views we can infer the falsity of that presumption — ^that is 
to say, we can directly prove transcendental idealism, according 
to which we cannot have positive knowledge of the world of 
things-in-themselves (Dinge ansich). 

But with regard to the relation between the ethical and the 
religious conception there arises an even more profound question, 
which goes beyond that of the compatibility of these two world- 
views. We have the definite, though vague, notion that an inti- 
mate bond exists between religion and morality. For all positive 
religions, which have based ethics on the revelation of the divine 
will, there is no problem here. But as the notion of duty, origi- 
nally obscur e, h as now been mad e clear, and the autonomy of 
ethics has therevyi^ been recognized, the relation between the 



World-Viev) of Ethics a?id Religion 71 

ethical and the religious view of the world has become indefinite 
and uncertain and requires further clarification. 

Regarding the problem or man and his duty, we have up to 
now considered only whether he can recognize the moral law, 
and we have found his autonomy in the fact that he can perceive 
it only through his nersonal insight. But it may still seem neces- 
sary to inquire whemer man has in himself sufficient strength to 
fulfill the law. 

If the autonomy of human reason does not include this capac- 
ity, then man remains, at the cruciaipoint, still dependent on aid 
from above. The ema ncipatio n of ethics from religion must then 
be hel d to have fai led. The separation^f the ethical from the re- 
ligious vi ew cann o t be sustained.'interest in this problem is by no 
means me rely theore tical; on the contrary,' it is a matter of im- 
mediate practical interest to man, indeed, his highest practical 

interest: whether man as a moraf being, left to his ov^n resources, 
is capa ble of the fulfill ment of duty' 

At this particular turn in our argument a phalanx of opposition 
is concentrated against what seems to be an overweening pre- 
sumption of reason in order to force it at last to a humble capitu- 
lation, and so to save humanity from taking on a responsibility 
under the burden of \vhich it must inevitably break down. 

Thus Kant s declaration of the emancipation of moral reason 
has challenged all those who would keep humanity in tutelage. 

The conflict is waged more openly by those who, under the 
protection of assured traditions and because of their superior 
insight into human nature, do not fear defeat. By all others the 
issue IS confused, on the one hand by fruitless insistence on what 
IS generaUy agreed upon, such as the existence of duties, and 
on the other hand by the appeal to personalities who have y^on 

he pure love of men and with whom piety and reverence shrink 
irom contendmg. 

Putting aside the doctrines and sayings of these personalities 

and confining ourselves to the law of duty in all its rigor, let us 

ask ourselves: Can the simple consciousness of duty become the 
motive of conduct for man? • 

The challenge of duty comes to man only when he is faced 
with a choice, and indeed with a choice that compels him to an 
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either-or. Either he resolves upon the one course of action and 
m that way fulfills his duty, or he resolves upon the other and 
violates his duty. There is no third possibility. There is no tragic 
conflict of duties, only the conflict of having to renounce the 
satisfaction of an interest for the sake of duty— for duty alone. 
F or duty does not commend itself to us through a value obtain- 
able by its fulfillment. It brings no reward with it. It is no merit. 
Duty, moreover, does not command an action because it is good 
and worthy of our effon. What does “good” mean here? An 
action js good only in so far a s it fulfills d uty, and it is not good 
and is no l onger wo rthy of effort if it infringes duty. Thus, in 
the co nflict of conten ding in clinations no positive value sways 
the v'ill to side with duty. And justaHIttle does a threat or fear 
of har m and punishment comp el the will. The law can exert no 
for ce on m an, and man ca n soften and silen ce the voice of con- 
science. 

But does not duty, through that which it commands, neces- 
sarily awaken motives that mitigate its own severity? Do not 
sympathy and love and inner satisfaction bolster up the con- 
sciousness of duty? The words “Thou shalt” give the answer. 
There is no necessary connection between duty and love, be- 
tween duty and inner satisfaction. There is the command, “Thou 

* 

shalt,” and the exhortation, “Love thy neighbor,” but there is 
no command, “Thou shalt love thy neighbor.” Such a command 
contradicts itself. Love is a free gift. Duty, on the other hand, 
is a law, and he who is resolved to f ulfill this law must be prepared 
to act againstjus love. 

But as to inner satisfaction, it is the residt of a disposition loyal 
to duty, and it vanishes if speculation as to satisfaction takes the 
place of loyalU' to duty. Moreover, the happiness afforded by 
this inner satisfaction does not necessarily outweigh the suffering 
that the ver y man who is loyal to duty must at times undergo. 
He \y ould*He a foolish dre amer who, for the sake of the enjoy- 
ment of that satisfaction alone, would take upon himself the 
burden of al l the painful conflicts into which duty leads man. 

§0^ then, we ask once more; What gives man the strength to 
carry out his dut\'? AVhat is it that affords him— man who is 
sensuous and rejoices in beauty, who is lighthearted and passion- 
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ate — the steadfastness to defy all temptations and to follow the 
voice of conscience? What has enabled him throughout the ages 
to risk happiness pd life where no renown was in prospect, no 
tangible adv antage beck oned, no encouragement sustained him 
— where he has resolved upon that alone v'hich he recognized to 
be right? 

There is a doctrine that says in reply to this: Man does not act 
in this way. He does not do his duty merely because it is his duty. 
He knows that there is a sa nction in another wor ld. “If there were 
no sa nction in the life bey ond.” asks a Jesuit moral philosopher 
of our time, 

what could have restrained the Christian martyrs from yielding to 
the demands of their persecutors, and so save their lives? AVas it 
the baseness of the deed? The fear of the categorical imperative? 

. . . I believe that every unprejudiced man feels the paltriness of 
such motives in such solemnly earnest moments, when the highest 
good is at stake and the question is one of “to be or not to be.”^ 


But had the clever Jesuit put the counterquestion: What kept 
the heretics from yielding to the demands of their persecutors, 
and so save their lives? he could then scarcely have missed the 
answer. Does not the explanation he sought lie in the fact that 
m those solemnly earnest moments, when the question of the 
highest good was at stake, these men were conscious that life is 

^11 £vils the greatest is guilt? 
What gave strength to martyrs and to heretics, \vhat enables 
every earnest inan to do what he Jias reco gnize d as his duty, is 
the c^ reflectiqn^nj^ignity as a man, the surrender o f which 
woul^ ma ke him desp icable in his own^es. Self-respect, directly 
bound up wth man^awareness o’fduty, without any additional 

m^vg,jyh^suffic^t drivmg force oi^ moral man. 

Perhaps duty has never yet bee n fulfilled simply fo r its own 

— 5 impulse. No one, indeed, 

n guarantee the unco ndition al m orality of his conduct But 

what has suchjpeculation to do with the consciousness of the 

bmdm^haracter of the_o^ation, with the ciSSyihat one 
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* T 1 ower over duty ; rather, the consciousness of duty 
pves the will power to reject all motives that conflict with duty. 
It IS not slavish subjection when man resolves upon what he 
ought, for his moral will does not yield to a higher power; on 
the contrary, sovereign freedom prevails, the absolute supremacy 

of the pure moral will over all impulses and necessities that other- 
wise hold man in bondage. 

There is as yet no freedom if in the surge of desire a man for- 
gets everything that is wont to move him. Carried along by the 
joy of action, he may feel himself strong because his conduct has 
been given a clear direction; but he remains determined by an 

alien influence and dependent on an impulse he himself has not 
chosen. 


It is only in moral self-determination that man emancipates 
himself from all such dependence, since, free from any com- 
pulsion, he resolves upon the good simply from insight into the 
law. In recognizing the unconditional necessity of duty, how- 
ever, we feel confident of more than our mere abihty to over- 
come all hindrances to the fulfillment of duty as each individual 
occasion arises. We are conscious of an unqualified capacity, of 
a power superior to any possible counterimpulse that nature may 
present. Such a power presupposes nothing less than infinite 
strength of the rational will. 

This certitude of the infinite strength of the rational will is 
not derived from experience. It essentially surpasses the limits 
of experience. In each particular moral action the strength of 
the moral impulse shov's itself only as a definite finite force. Ex- 
perience never allows us to know other than finite forces. For 
each force in nature there may be a greater force, by which the 
former is overcome. The certainty of the infinite strength of the 
good will, therefore, goes beyond all experience. In this assurance 
man rises above the limitations of his knowledge. He no longer 
judges himself according to concepts derived from nature; he 
presses forward to a judgment according to ideas. There is mani- 
fested to him the idea of freedom, and, subordinating his will to 
this idea, he believes in the freedom of his will. 

Within the conception of nature man sees himself as a finite 
being, determined according to natural laws of which he has 
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knowledge. He has knowledge at the same time of his moral task 
— indeed, his knowledge extends to the recognition that the ful- 
fillment of this task presupposes freedom, and that this does not 
contradict the merely natural order. 

But the reality of such freedom, and with it the reality of an 
order of things without the compulsion of “must,” surpasses the 
limits of nature. Its certainty belongs to faith. It is of a religious 
natme. As a moral being man becomes conscious of the freedom 
of his will and so determines himself as belonging to an order of 
things pointing beyond nature. He determines himself as a mem- 
ber of a world under the law of freedom and of the good. The 
recognition of this world of faith is religion. Here, then, is the 
bond between religion and ethics. In moral self-determination, 
and in it alone, and with the fullest preservation of ethical au- 
tonomy , the faith that slumbers in the depths of reason comes 

mto the light of consciousness and opens the way for man to 
rehgion. 

But religion does not exhaust itself in the recognition of a 
world under the idea of freedom and of the good, by which 
nature is reduced to a mere phenomenon. Religion is more than 
what we can comprehend in the ideas of faith, in which we op- 
pose the eternal to the finite. Religion has its true life in feelbl^g- 
m the rehgious feehngs that go hand in hand xvith the ideas of 

superstmon. That which is unattainable to all the concepts of 
knowledge, and which is expressed only negatively in the^ideas 

ibth A the concern e^ 
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beaudp X sj^f' I't 

Harvey, tr. oJew in The Idea of the Holy, John W. 
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truth, the unity of the views of the world. But, precisely because 

it consists in a sensing that is inexpressible and cannot be analyzed 

into concepts, it can never suffice to disclose for us a definite 
knowledge of the eternal. 

Those who are unacquainted with psychology are at this point 
always exposed to the danger of mistaking the convincing 
strength of this feeling for intuitive evidence, and so of claiming 
it as an immediately intuitive knowledge of the eternal. The 
pretensions of mysticism rest upon this psychological illusion. 

After all that has been said, it is clear that the mystical doctrine 
of the immediate contact of the soul with God, which soars to 
the vision of God, must be at variance with ethics, just as it is not 
consistent with Ahndiing, the essence of which is that the eternal 
is unfathomable. 

Mysticism values morality at most as an exercise for the de- 
velopment of its higher powers. For, in addition to spontaneous 
conversion, it has always recognized the way of effort. Yet al- 
most ahvays, in the case of the mystics, a divorce from ethics has 
occurred, and that quite consistently. The really mystical ex- 
perience of illumination falls to the lot of only a chosen few. It 
cannot be forced — at least not by merely moral conduct. Moral- 
ity proves insufficient and therefore sinks in value for the devout. 
But it also proves itself superfluous as soon as the mystic begins 
to tread the path of vision. For how, if he succeeds in beholding 
his eternal destiny in all its clearness, can the doctrine of the end 
that man sets for himself hold its own? Mysticism destroys ethics. 
In its place it puts asceticism, meaning here a turning away from 
the world. 

In like manner it destroys Ahndung and substitutes ecstasy— 
the intoxication of a union with God that breaks through the 
barriers of reason. 

But let us ask ourselves: What is the relation of the unperverted 

religious feeling to the moral life? 

The consciousness of the infinite strength of the moral will is 
accompanied by the elation of feeling we call enthusiasm. With 
the fulfillment of duty often comes satisfaction, which may in- 
deed be intensified to delight when a man has at last trodden the 
oath of action and finds his moral victory within sight. But en- 
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thusiasm leaves these feelings far behind. It grips man’s inmost 
soul and lifts him above himself. When man has attained his 
moral victory through the effons of his understanding and his 
will, he becomes conscious of the dignity of his free self. Then, 
in the clear conception of the moral law, the feeling seizes him of 
which Kant says “that it would rather be necessary to moderate 
the flight of an unlimited power of imagination, in order not to 
allow it to rise to enthusiasm, than, from fear of the powerless- 
ness of these ideas, to seek help for them in pictures and childish 
apparatus.” 

Enthusiasm arises where inner emotion, nay, still more, w'here 
vigorous self -activity lives and the idea of our eternal destiny 
finds a response. From this enthusiasm luster and warmth radiate 
on that activity, adding beauty to its purity and constancy. 

But morality in its purity and constancy is here the primary 
and decisive thing. Enthusiasm, once aroused, can for a time 
sustain the M^ill and lend wings to action. But it has no life of its 
own and, when artificially nourished, it becomes shallow', boast- 
ful fantasucism, \vhich inevitably destroys the real nature of en- 
thusiasm. 


It it different wfith morality. Morality has nothing to recom- 
mend it other than that it is the sober observance of the law'. But 
for that very reason, in nature, w^here the idea of the good can 

only find expression in self-conquest, morality as an activity is 
superior to any mere feeling. ^ 

Far more even than that. This autonomous consciousness of 
duty, reqmrmg no alien motive, this pure consciousness of duty 
alone kads man to the consciousness of his freedom and thus to 
faith. Those who hold that observance of duty needs the inspira- 
tion and stimulation of devout feelings, those who believe that 
It IS necessary to curb the supposed pride of a self-sufficient recti- 
tode by offermg eddying rebgious teachings, they destroy the 
omdations of aU morality; they choke the Vings from wfeh 

co^ro& “f “g 

POrtTkl^Thr"*^ to arouse these devout feelings and to sup- 

pon vutue.-’ 1 hey remain wnr/fc ond 1. 



78 Socratic Method and Critical Fhilosophy 

fying spiritual entertainment, so long as personal living faith does 
not fill them with independent meaning, or they become substi- 
tutes and narcotics for those who, only from cowardice, bow 
themselves before God. 

But, as regards pride of spirit, we should not forget that the 
conception of Pharisaism is derived from the conduct of theolo- 
gians. 

Moral autonomy is inseparably bound up with moral account- 
ability. Moral accountability judges the conduct of man by the 
moral law as he perceives it by his own insight. This judgment, 
which evaluates the sincerity of man’s character, prevents self- 
pride. 

These considerations, however, which deal only with the 
individual isolated acts of man, lead to a still more profound 
problem. Man violates the moral law not only now and then. 
Every earnest man feels that the fulfillment of duty will always 
be for him a struggle; that an inclination to evil is inseparably 
bound up with his nature. He knows himself, as Kant puts it, to 
be essentially evil. 

This idea of guilt has led, in the positive religions, to doctrines 
of redemption, and in philosophy to theodicies. But these at- 
tempts to justify the divine government of the world are frus- 
trated by the contradictions inherent in the problem. The doc- 
trines of redemption are theories of salvation that presuppose a 
positive and definite knowledge of the divine will. They rest, 

therefore, on superstition. 

What then is the significance of the idea of essential evil to the 
philosophically enlightened, for whom the moral and religious 

views of the world are distinct? 

Holding to the idea of the eternal good, we believe in a world 

contrasting \\ ith nature— a realm y'here being and being good 

are necessarily one. According to the idea of freedom, we judge 

ourselves as free authors of our deeds and attribute to oi^selves 

our moral insufficiency. The idea of moral insufficiency thus has 

religious significance.' Within our conception of nawre the 

power of man is limited and can therefore be overcome. The fact 

that such defeat is possible, a possibility that always exists m na- 

rare and that is not excluded by the pasibility of mastermg the 
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counterimpulses, necessarily separates man from the holy will. 
This holy will, in its very essence, without having to overcome 
possible counterimpulses, is directed toward the good. This in- 
sufficiency, man, bound within the limits of finite nature, can 
never cancel by his own power. There is in nature no conversion 
or sanctification of man. At this point the mystery of death gains 
religious significance, but any attempt to approach it through 
positive notions is excluded as a blasphemous absurdity. 

In his behef in the infinite po\\'er of his good will, man is capa- 
ble of enthusiasm. But there also remains in him the conviction 
of his owTi unholiness. We understand now that enthusiasm can- 
not be the pervading mood of the educated man. 

Man sees the insufficiency of his knowledge. He sees the in- 
sufficiency of his will. A part of nature and subject to its laws, 
yet he remains a stranger in it, one who is not sufficient unto 
himself. Only the moral obligation that he recognizes as his task 
keeps him from despair. It heartens him and strengthens him in 
his loneliness in nature. But this mood lacks the reconciling ele- 
ment which the ethical view alone cannot give but which never- 
theless does live in the feelings of the educated person. This 
reconciling element springs from the faith that man belongs to a 
world in which the imperfection that clings to him here is re- 
moved. Anything further is for faith an insoluble mystery, be- 
fore which man bows in trustful humility. For the educated man 
moral courage and humility fuse together into the mood of resig- 
nation, in which his ethical view meets his religious view'. 

Let us pause here for a moment and look back on the way that 
lies behind us. We shall then see how steep was the ascent, how 
narrow the basis from which w'e set out. 

We have presupposed nothing beyond the mere concept of 
duty. We have only asked: What is the meaning of “we ouf^ht”? 
And, advancing from this single premise, w'e have arrived at the 
point where the transition from ethics to religion is found. In 
doing so I was not actuated by the theoretical pleasure of applying 
the principle of economy of hypothesis to our investigations; 
rather, I felt the need of choosing our starting point so as to ex- 
clude as far as possible all controversy, and for that reason 1 
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wished to start only from what was self-evident. But because the 
content of our premise is so limited, we are compelled to amplify 
it if, beyond the results we have gained, M'e wish to gain at least 
some impression of their significance and implications for life. 

The concept of duty, and all the considerations based on it, 
remain without any application so long as we have not ansM'cred 
the question. What ought we, w^hat really is the object of duty? 
We need a principle determining the characteristic that dis- 
tinguishes all the various dutiful acts as such. 

But remarkable! Just here, wTere everything depends on re- 
ceiving from philosophy a firm and unambiguous decision, w^e 
discover, wTen we freely reflect and exclude thereby the sophis- 
tic play of our interests, that a not lesser difficulty for common 
understanding arises from the original obscurity of philosophical 
knowledge itself. Indeed, the solution appears so unattainably 
remote that even the mere right to put the general question as to 
the content of duty is contested. 

It wmuld therefore be vain, especially as I must hasten to a 
conclusion, if I were to try to develop a really abstract solution 
to our question. Let us leave, therefore, all the controversies of 
the philosophers and rather consult simply the unprejudiced 
judgment passed, in their active daily life, by common men con- 
scious of their responsibility. Let us also ask ourselves wLat it was 
for which, in the great progressing epochs of human life, men 
have freely made those sacrifices to wLich history again and 
again bears witness. 

Put the question to yourselves in this w'ay, and you will agree 
with me when, without further proof, I say; It is the idea of 
justice that guides the conscience of the man of action aw^are of 
his responsibility. It is the command to treat every other man as 
his equal and to ask the same from him. However difficult it may 
be to express this idea with scientific clarity, or to verify it by 
scientific method, you will nevertheless agree with me in this, 
too, that if any philosophy cannot consistently hold fast to this 
idea of justice as the fundamental law of all ethics, we may Imow 
at once that it can be only a product of confusion or sophisuy. 

But certainly, where a philosophy thus confused or sophistic 
orevails— at least in an epoch which, under the influence of a 
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complex, and in many ways degenerate, civilization, has lost the 
simplicity of its healthy instincts — there even the usually sound 
judgment of the common man ultimately becomes confused and 
lapses into affected intellectualism or dull indifference. On the 
other hand, where the moral attitude is nurtured and where one 
seeks the wellsprings of progressive forces, but where men yet 
fail to give to this attitude a firm direction toward an aim, there 
the assumed purity of disposition yields to an empty fervor that 
comes easier than doing good. 

This sickly weakness of the sense of justice is very evident 
today. It is, moreover, no accidental and passing phenomenon 
but manifests itself as a symptom of the rotten core of the intel- 
lectual life of Europe — a disease that poisons the healthy powers 
of the \Vestern peoples and threatens them with complete ruin. 

Its clearest manifestation is the ever deepening cleavage be- 


tween an inwardness that is introspective and alienated from the 
business of everyday life and an outward activity that is undi- 
rected and devoid of ideals. This ruinous gulf divides the peoples 
of the West into the camp of the so-called good men, who hold 
themselves aloof from the rough business of the world and in a 
spirit of fatalism rely on the inherent power of the good itself, 
and the camp of those who are busy in Vanity Fair, who bargain 
for its power and profit knowing full well that the pious opti- 
mism of the others will never trouble their sphere. 

People approve the separation of church and state, and see in 
its realization an advance toward freedom of the spirit — an aim 
certainly worthy if it is meant thereby that the state should break 
off its alliance with superstition. But that is not in people’s 
thoughts today. What they really intend is, rather, to deprive 
the state of any foundation on a Weltanschauung. Even this one 
might still agree to, in so far as it is imperative to prevent the state 
from arbitrarily preferring one world-view and permitting it 
to terrorize those who differ. But the tendency of the idea of 
separation is not confined to this. Its real tendency is, on the one 
hand, to iDrepare a place for the cult of the ideal, withdrawn from 
active life and from its moral tasks, though it is only in eager 
devmuon to these moral tasks that religious life can truly flourish; 
and, on the other hand, to abandon the soulless state, as a mere 
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institution of power, to the rude sport of forces guided bv no 
higher ideal. ° ^ 

Is not the very possibility that the idea of such a separation, 
and the discord in life that it implies, could find acceptance, the 
symptom of a pitiful and shameful spiritual confusion? 

A glance at reality, however, shows that we are no longer 
deahng with a mere postulate — indeed, our age presents a specta- 
cle of churches frozen into dead forms and of states degenerated, 
in their greed, into beasts of prey. Moral life, and with it all life’ 
has fled from both. And how' should it be otherwise, since moral 
life has its being only in the union of mind and action? 

This decay of life, as is now' apparent, is just another aspect of 
that confused mentality w'hich knows not how to separate the 
ethical view of the w'orld from the religious. For, as w'e have seen, 
this must be the bitter consequence of this mistake: that the 
autonomy of the ethical task is abandoned; yet not even the grip 
on the religious life can be maintained. 

Only where the independence of the ethical task is recognized, 
and hunger and thirst after justice lays hold of men, can true life 
unfold itself afresh and prepare the soil for a strong and decent 
public life, a public life which forces the state, wfith all its powers, 
into the sendee of justice, a state beside w'hich there is no need 
of a church because such a state is itself the dwelling place of the 
religious life in all its fullness. 

So, then, all our reflections blend into harmony in the one 
thought, that we should unite our forces and devote them to a 
militant life in the pure service of justice, quietly certain that the 
more exclusively and fully we consecrate ourselves to this task, 
the more freely and strongly the inspiration and warmth of re- 
ligious life will awaken among us. 


IV 


THE ART OF PHILOSOPHIZING * 

T he name of philosophy has, for many, an unpleasant riii] 

to it. To some it signifies an unrealistic brooding, whici 
was perhaps appropriate in ancient Greece or farawa' 
legendary India but which, in an age that has carried civili/.atioi 
to its highest accomplishments, must appear as an intellcctua 
exercise that, if it is not distracting, is at least useless. Others agaii 
will have nothing to do with the philosopher because they sus 
pect his business of being unscientific, a flimsy spcculaticm tin 
results of which cannot stand up against thoughtful criticism. I 
must be said that disdain for philosophy has already passed it 
peak: philosophical questions are once more beginning to arous( 
wide interest. On every hand the need for a unified attitud( 
toward life and nature is making itself felt. Nevertheless, thoiml 
this need for philosophy (which is above all a need for innci 
stability and for a standard by which to guide our personal life' 
giv« us an inkling, because ojf its universality, of the importanc! 
philosophy could assume in the whole of human existence, anc 
though It may succeed in recovering at least a glimmer of it 
tormer digmty, men of science are distrustful of the ways of th( 
philosopher and dispute his right to a place among them’. For the 
multifarious and often bizarre forms in which the philosophica 

planless groping for philosophica 
truth exhibit nothing resembling a method such as has loim char- 
acterized the other sciences and such as must indeed be dcmandcc 
of a science if it is to have a rightful claim to this label. 

What, then, is the nature of that which we call philosophy and 

the sciences? If we are not to dissipate our energies in a futile 
battle of words, we must first of all agree on the meaniim to be 
attached to the word “philosophy”-for if one person under- 

19*87°“ ” Die Refommion der Philosophie (Leipzig 
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stands one thing by the word and another person something else, 
it is not surprising that no unity is achieved. 


I 

Xhe content of philosophy, if philosophy indeed exists, must 
be truth. But, conversely, not every truth' is philosophical; for 
the faithful reporting of an observation also contains truth, and 
so do the propositions of mathematics. Philosophical truth, there- 
fore, must in some way be differentiated from other truths. But 
that which differentiates it can be found only in the fact that 
it becomes clear to ns solely through thinking. Knowledge that 
is clear independently of thought is not called philosophical; all 
knowledge, on the other hand, that becomes clear only through 
thinking is of a philosophical nature. 

But there are two ways of finding a truth by means of thought. 
In one of these, what we think of an object is simply that which 
is implicit in the concept of the object. In other words, the pred- 
icate by which we define the object in our mind cannot be 
omitted without thereby nullifying the concept of the object. 
For example, the knowledge that two is an even number or that 
one must not violate one’s duty is of this kind. For the number 
two is defined as the double of one, and an even number is one 
that is double any whole number; therefore, it is a contradiction 
to think of two as not even. Nor can one, without annulling the 
concept of duty itself, think that it is permissible to violate one’s 
duty. Judgments which contain no knowledge that extends be- 
yond the concept of their object are called analytic, and that part 
of philosophy which embraces only analytic judgments is called 

logic. 

All other judgments, namely, those through which we attrib- 
ute to an object a predicate that is not already implicit in the con- 
cept of it, are called synthetic. For example, the judgment, “This 
rose is white,” is a synthetic judgment, for it could be thought 
that this rose might not be white. Likewise the judgment, “The 
opposite sides of an equilateral quadrangle are parallel,” is syn- 
thetic, since the parallehsm of the opposite sides does not follow 
from the mere concept of the equilateral quadrangle. 
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Now it might appear (and indeed the illusion persisted until 
Kant) that all philosophical judgments have to be analytic; for 
all knowledge derived by thinking is knowledge through con- 
cepts, and consequently it would seem that knowledge can be 
philosophical only in so far as it springs from concepts. 

However, though it is true that all analytic judgments (as we 
have defined the word) are philosophical, 'it docs not follow that 
all philosophical judgments must be analytic. For it is one thing 
to say that a cognition becomes clear only through thinking, and 
something quite different that it is grounded in thinking alone. 

Hence it is not impossible that synthetic judgments be of a 
philosophical nature. 

And in fact there are such; indeed, all of us are so familiar with 
them that we do not trouble to take note of them. Thus we pre- 
suppose, m the simplest sort of judgment based on experience 
that no chmge occurs without cause. This proposition enun- 
ciates a philosophical truth since obviously it cannot be derived 
from mtuition. Nevertheless, it is synthetic; for there is nothing 
m the mere concept of change that implies the necessity of a 
cause. Or, to give a quite different example: when we assert that 
crime should be pimished, wx are again expressing a philosoph- 

of punishment implicit in the concept of crime that is i^the 
concept of an mfrmgement of the law ’ 

fhpU"" pWlo»phical judgment, briefly 

Philosophy therefore, in conformity with the differenrp Hp 
tween analytic and synthetic judgmems kdivilr " f ^ 

constitutes the real cont^ent^of 

Low.e5^ r e' tnSte t' 
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may be that the truth of a philosophical proposition interests us 
because of its importance for our conception of life and nature; 
or ^^'e may inquire into the relations among philosophical truths 

and into the sources from w’hich we derive our comprehension 
of them. 


Thus the proposition that every change has a cause interests 
us because from it we can judge whether or not a miracle is pos- 
sible in the course of natural events. Similarly, it is of interest to 
us to know that every crime deserves punishment, because penal 
law stands or falls on the truth of this proposition. But it is not 
enough for us to be certain of this truth and to rely on it when 
applying the proposition. We seek also the sources of this cer- 
tainty and the grounds to which we can have recourse in order 
to defend it against any possible doubt. The question arises here 
whether and in what way such a truth can be proved or, if it 
cannot be, in what other way we can reach a decision on it. 


The interest that is directed only toward results arises imme- 
diately from our interest in the solution of the problems with 
which hfe itself confronts us. W e demand of philosophy that it 
provide us ^^'ith rules by which to evaluate the facts and events 
around us — rules which v^e need in order to act at all thought- 
fully. Such thoughtfulness demands that we achieve an insight 
into the ultimate purposes and aims of human life; and it is pre- 
cisely these purposes that philosophy should teach us to recog- 
nize. Its highest task, therefore, lies always in a practical sphere: 
in ethics as practical metaphysics. We could, with Socrates, 
designate philosophy’s task as that of pointing out the unwritten 
laws, the laws that do not depend on authority and tradition for 
their validity but rather are prescribed by human reason itself. 

Because of this relation to life, philosophy, like other phenom- 
ena of life, is part of the totaUty of human experience, and to this 
extent it, like them, can be examined historically as a phenom- 
enon of human civilization. 

The other interest, namely, the verification of philosophical 
truths, is the genuine scientific interest in philosophy. For phi- 
losophy does not become science simply because it contains 
truth; it is also necessary that philosophy verify the judgments 
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whose truth it asserts. One may designate as dialectics the process 
of verifying a philosophical doctrine. This term, then, embraces 
all the means necessary for achieving with scientific certainty a 
general conception of life and nature. 


Now, even though philosophy, understood as a conception of 
life and nature, is related to dialectics as purpose is related to mere 
means, the choice and employment or these means is of such 
decisive importance to philosophy as a science that we must first 
of all direct our attention exclusively to these means. For if we 
wish to achieve a well-grounded Weltanschauung, our first con- 
cern must be to develop the art of philosophizing, that is, to dis- 
cover the methods by which we can trace philosophical judg- 
ments back to their ultimate sources. Therefore, we must guard 
against impatient eagerness to construct a system, an eagerness 
that, because it shies aw ay from the tedium of work, always 
wmts to have done and leads us off the path we tnust follow’if 
philosophy is to become a science. 


On occasion, to be sure, because of esteem for the method of 

philosophizing, the error has also been committed of neglecting 

the ultimate purpose of philosophy. Thus it has become usual in 

some schools to regard with contempt u-hat is there called 

Weltanschauung philosophy” — their notion being that a Welt- 

amchauung does not fall within the scope of science and that 

philosophy as strict science must disavow any intention of achiev- 
ing such a conception. 

But this judgment, that a scientifically grounded conception 
of life IS impossible, rests on an altogether arbitrary assumption 

pre-emptog thereby a function of philosophy as science with- 
out justification. For until proof itself has been furnished that it 
IS impossible to achieve a clear and firm conception of life by w^ay 
of strict science, the opinion of those w'ho make this asserdon is 
no more rehable th^ that of those who assert the contrary 
Nor does it avail to argue in support of this assumotion hv 

^ ^ previous attempts to estab 
carry some weight with the superficial obsemr, no Z 7 Z s^rT 
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ously maintain that because something has not existed heretofore 
it therefore cannot become real in the future. 

True, if we persist in the pessimistic prejudice inherent in this 
assumption, we shall carry our point; what has not been accom- 
plished in the past will remain unaccomplished unto all eternity. 
But we shall have no one but ourselves to thank for this. For since 
success in this matter can be achieved only through the exertion 
of the human mind and since it is impossible to want to achieve 
that which seems impossible, it is precisely this disbehef that is 
at fault if the goal that is not pursued is not attained. 

Physics itself, the pride of modem science, was possible only 
because men decided to break with a disbelief that had become 
impressed on their minds through the impact of the experience 
of past centuries. But this fundamental decision was not, even in 
the case of physics, enough to assure to science uninterrupted 
progress. There remained sufficient difficulties to put the self- 
reUance of human intellect again and again to the test. The prob- 
lems were not solved overnight. The history of the theories of 
natural sciences is a continuous series of trials, which, only 
through a step-by-step approximation to truth and over the de- 
tour of manifold errors, met with gradually increasing success. 


Although the perfecting of science succeeds only by way of 
a more or less faulty verification, this is not to say that the pro- 
visional stages through which science is obliged to pass must be 
false in their residts; for a result insufficiently verified is not on 
that account necessarily false. Rather, it usually happens that the 
discovery of new truths anticipates the development of the meth- 
ods necessary for their verification. The history of the empirical 
sciences and mathematics is rich in instances of how the genius 
of great scientists manifests itself precisely in their bringmg to 
light discoveries the truth of which they themselves are unable 
to verify— discoveries for v'hose verificauon the methods ot 
their age are simply not adequate. As a rule it is the disciples and 
followers of the masters who first succeed in wor^g out this 
verification. The scientist’s genius is gmded by a feeling for truth 
which leads him further and more surely than the traditiona 
appUcation of methodic rules. Endowed with this feelmg for 
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truth, he anticipates results to which those who arc not blessed 
with this gift must find their way through generations of united 
methodic labor. 

If one insisted on condemning such ideas as fancies inconse- 
quential for science because they are insufficiently verified, one 
would in so doing rob the strict methods of verification of their 
most fruitful field of application; for the discoveries anticipated 
by the feeling for truth not only precede in point of time the 
invention of the methods of verification but also indicate the 
direction of the refinement and the aim of these methods. 

Gauss once said: “I have had my results for a long time; but I 
do not yet know how I am to arrive at them.” 

Kepler, as Poincare cogently remarked, could never have dis- 
covered his famous laws if he had gone at his task equipped with 
the means of observation that are at our disposal today. Tycho 
Brahe’s observations, which Kepler used, were sufficiently un- 
precise to allow Kepler to reach his conclusions. To be sure, 
these conclusions were not strictly correct; but for that very 
reason they paved the way for the greatest advances in astron- 
omy. If, from the beginning, one had had to rely on exact ob- 
semtions, one would have been confronted with such com- 
plicated conditions that these advances would hardly have been 
possible. 

The history of infinitesimal calculus provides us with another 
pustration. If those who were actually the creators of this science 
had had our present standards of precise proof when they ap- 

today we should 

plow nothmg of mfimtesimal calculus; for the difficulty of con- 
formmg to such strict norms in the very first attempt to erect 
this disciplme would have proved insurmountable. 

But one can go much further and assert that even those 
branches of present-day science, the methods of which have be- 
come most higffiy developed, could not withstand the criticism 
one would be obhged to subject them to if one carried this logied 
fimeahty to its ultmate conclusion and condemned as coLa- 

most strtemess. What this" would mean for the of sSnee ii 

once evident from the fact that even the simplest principles 
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of arithmetic, those on which the multiplication table is con 

structed, would then have to be abandoned. For it must be ad 

mitted that the theory of whole numbers has still to be defini 
tively verified. 


So It IS that m philosophy too we must resign ourselves to 
provisional solutions of problems— solutions that are perfected 
only gradually. For if we set our sights too high, if we insist on 
dealing only with solved problems, we thereby bar to ourselves 
the only path to attain the truth. 

And, as a matter of fact, the history of philosophy is replete 
with examples of how scientific progress is impeded when the 
followers of a great philosopher abandon his discoveries because 
they are not yet sufficiently verified. A classic example is the 
fate of Plato’s doctrine of the ideas. Plato’s pupil Aristotle dis- 
carded this doctrine because he saw that its verification was in- 
adequate. Thus philosophy was robbed of so tremendous an 
advance that two millennia have not sufficed to guide thought 
back from its aberrations to the path that Plato marked out for 
it. The scientific verification of Plato’s doctrine of the ideas was 
not successful until Kant’s discovery of transcendental idealism. 
But, as it happens, the history of Kant’s discovery provides us 
with a repetition of this very performance; the inclination to 
judge the truth of a discovery according to the strictness of its 
verification accounts for the fact that this doctrine of Kant’s 
suffered the same misfortune. Kant’s profound verification of 
transcendental idealism was in its turn encumbered with dialec- 
tical errors. It was the recognition of these errors which misled 
most of his successors into renouncing the discovery along with 
its faulty verification, and thus once more one of the greatest 
contributions to science was sacrificed. 

The necessity of accepting incompletely verified results car- 
ries with it certain dangers. It may lead to a pupil’s acquiescing 
in an opinion simplv on his master’s authority, and to his en- 
dorsing it as dogma; he parrots the words of his master, and tradi- 
tion superscdes'independent thought. The only safeguard against 
this is the development of truly critical thinking, which protects 
one against both unintelligent parroting and irresponsible rejec- 
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tion, and which the pupils of a pioneer thinker can least dispense 
with if they aspire to true faithfulness to their master; for this 
fidelity can only consist in their accepting his discovery in order 
to investigate its grounds and establish its truth dialectically. 

Indeed, the history of philosophy teaches us that a new doc- 
trine is seldom discovered and verified by one and the same 
person. Historically speaking, there exists between the world- 
view of a prominent philosopher and his dialectics this curious 
relationship: he achieves his world-view originally, not by way 
of dialectics, not through scientific research; rather, he is led to 
it by his experiences in life and only subsequently searches out 
its dialectical verification. This explains the inconsistencies that 
are often found in the systems of even the greatest discoverers. 
For no important philosopher doubts the results for which his 
feeling for truth vouches simply because they may contradict 
the principles of his system. Confronted with the choice either 
of denying his feeling for truth in order to preserve the logical 
consistency of his system or of adjusting his system through some 
inconsistency to those results, he will allow himself any incon- 
sistency rather than sacrifice such a result. In general, it is the 
pupils of the great philosophers who, because they lack the crea- 
tive gift and consequently depend only on the dead skeleton of 
the system, first go about providing the master’s doctrine with 
such consistency that nothing remains in the system that cannot 
be traced back logically to the principles of the system. This 
often leads to the remarkable state of affairs that this system 
logically elaborated by the pupils, lends support to a world-view 
altogether different from that of its creator. 

Nevertheless, what in an important philosopher’s doctrine is 
essentid to the progress of science and really advances history 
hes not so much in the content of his conception of life as in 

development of methods of verifica- 
other important philosophers— it is not peculiar to any one 

rein telfTr™ “ Uke 

est thinker is not superior to the man wholly unschooled in dia 
lectra; what Anguishes him from the latter ts onl^the grel; 
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degree of clarity with which he is conscious of the grounds of 
the truths of that content. This also explains why one often 
finds the most modem ideas expounded by the philosophers of 
Mtiquity. Progress in the history of philosophy consists solely 
in the development of methods whereby the one philosophical 
truth that lies more or less confused in the minds of everyone 
may be more adequately verified. Hence, this progress is achieved 
in the field of dialectics, not in that of the world-view. 

Ill 

Philosophy, then, must meet two sharply distinct conditions: 
what it teaches must be truth, and the form in which it teaches 
must be science. Let us examine in detail the implications in- 
volved. 

If philosophy is to instruct us in truth, it must be free of the 
authority of tradition, free of any sort of authority. This may 
seem self-evident, but it is not. Initially, thinking is not free. 
Every individual finds himself dependent on superior powers 
which, because of their inherited claims to hegemony, prescribe 
to him the rules for his thinking as for all his behavior. Thus 
thought must first liberate itself from all the shackles of author- 
ity; the struggle against every sort of intellectual despotism must 
be won before the work of philosophy can get under way. 

But this liberation from the tyranny of authority does not in 
itself make thinking philosophical. The emancipation of the 
spirit from all outer restraints is, rather, only a precondition to 
the possibility of subjecting ourselves to those inner restraints 
that consist in subordinating thought to the services of truth. 
Here the interests of philosophy diverge from those of poetry 
and mythology. 

They diverge also from all other interests, no matter how im- 
portant and precious these other interests may appear; for only 
an interest in truth ought to affect the solution of philosophical 

of philosophy this process of emancipation is at- 
tended by much more serious difficulties than in the case of any 
other science. Pliilosophical problems are intimately interwoven 


problems. 
In the ( 
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with multifarious interests, and their solution has practical con- 
sequences that penetrate deeply into the life of the individual 
and of society. The individual, depending on what he has to 
hope or fear from a decision, will unintentionally incline to one 
that favors his interests and will allow it an unperceived but 
determining influence on the outcome of his investigations — a 
danger that does not threaten other sciences to the same degree. 
It is easy to keep a clear head in mathematics; but when one in- 
quires into principles that will determine man’s attitude toward 
religious and ethical, legal and political matters, and when he 
must be prepared, for the sake of truth, to renounce everything 
dear to his heart, it is difficult for him to persevere in that dis- 
passion without which there cannot be an unprejudiced exam- 
ination and solution. 

There seems to be the possibility of still another conflict. If 

one’s starting point is a nonautonomous ethics that binds one to 

believe in certain things, a particular solution of certain problems 

would thereby be prescribed and an unbiased investigation would 

be impossible. Such an ethics, however, could not be accepted as 

binding unless we were free to test its truth; it would have to 

submit itself to free critical examination of the validity of its 
claims. ^ 

For centuries philosophy was the handmaiden of theolo<^y. 
We pride ourselves on having freed science from this bondage; 
but whether thought is free today, or has perhaps simply chang^ed 
masters, is another question. Or is it settled that a science in servi- 
tude to politics IS freer than the erstwhile handmaiden of theol- 
ogy, and that it is more noble to yield to brute force and make 
success the highest court of appeal than to do homage to a dogma 

that, despite all its superstitious distortions, still reflects the splen- 
dor of a higher idea? ^ 

MosophicJ truth is rather of a special sort. It is not a matter 
of taowledge but of insight. One masters it not by erudition but 
by t^g It through for oneself. Therefore, what can be taught 
B not so much philosophy as the art of phUosophizing. ToV 
ure, one can acquire knowledge of the philosophical convictions 

merely learns what the other considers philosophy. When we 
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learn that Heraclitus asserted the flux of all things, this knowl- 
edge is no more philosophical than the knowledge that he lived 
in Ephesus or that Alexander the Great marched to Babylon. For 
this reason philosophy cannot be learned from the history of 
philosophy. The most accurate and comprehensive knowledge 
of the history of philosophy does not bring us a step nearer to 
even the simplest philosophical cognition; and nothing is more 
fatuous than the wish to make a philosopher of oneself through 
a study of the history of philosophy. 

Philosophizing, however, the art of independent thinking 
through which one attains philosophy, can be learned and taken 
over from others who afford us an example of it. Indeed, it must 
be if we value the progress of philosophy and do not want to leave 
it entirely to chance whether or not we advance as far as our pred- 
ecessors. 

But philosophy demands something more than self-thinking, 
namely, precision of thought. Chaotic musing and brooding are 
not philosophizing, which requires sharply delimited concepts. 
In order not just to think but through thinking — and hence 
through concepts — to apprehend, one must differentiate be- 
tween concepts. The ability to do this is acuity, and without it 
one cannot become a philosopher. Fancy may fly free and afford 
edification to the spirit when concepts intermingle, but philos- 
ophizing is a sober business which subjects the mind to the dis- 
cipline of ordered thinking. And just as it cannot be the aim of 
philosophy to assuage the needs of the heart or compete with the 
creations of poetry through the wealth of its ideas or the grace of 
its forms, neither can philosophy tolerate any encroachment 
upon its proper field by mystical piety or ecstatic imaginings; for 
onlv unadorned thought belongs there. 

Our aim, however, is not simply to reflect; if reflection is to 
have a purpose, it must be directed toward adequately significant 
problems. This does not imply that philosophical investigations 
are justified only if they serve a useful purpose. Philosophical in- 
quiry, like any search for truth, is an end unto itself. But this 
hif^her interest in truth, which is independent of all usefulness, is 
nevertheless concerned with the relation of our thinking to 
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reality, and only those intellectual efforts can appear valuable to 
it that further our knowledge of reality. In philosophy, too, the 
importance of the problems is determined by the extent to which 
their solution contributes to our knowledge of reality. It violates 
our requirement of purposeful thought to struggle with ques- 
tions of no more than formal importance or with mere subtleties. 
And, indeed, a serious discussion of the problem whether Christ, 
if he had come to the world as a pumpkin, would have been able 
to redeem mankind, or whether a mouse that had nibbled at the 
Eucharistic host would thereby partake of heavenly bliss — ques- 
tions that were of vital importance to the Scholastics — would 
appear ridiculous to us today. 

And here it would be well to ask in what, precisely, philos- 
ophy’s contribution to the knowledge of reality consists. It will 
be found that this contribution is of a very indirect kind, inas- 
much as pure philosophy contains no Imowledge of reality 
but simply provides us with a form, in itself empty, that 
receives its content only from experience. This does not deny 
the importance of the problems of pure philosophy; rather, 
it explains why this importance can be correctly appraised 
only in the Ught of the relation of pure to applied philosophy. 
No matter how slight the positive value of philosophy may 
appear in the light of this relation, the harm that the application 
of false philosophical doctrines can do is enormous. But since it 
is out of the question to renounce altogether the application of 
philosophical principles (because without them even the simplest 
empirical conclusion would be impossible), we are obliged, if we 
are to resist the blandishments of a false philosophy, to rely on 
the teachings of a correctly established one. 


IV 


It IS easy to see that the particular nature of philosophical 
toowledge also sets certain conditions for its presentation^on- 
ditions that other branches of science have to meet, too, but that 
are umquely important for philosophy. 

The nature of philosophical knowledge requires that the 

words the philosopher uses to convey his thoughts designate 
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sharply delimited and clearly defined concepts. Where this con- 
dition IS not met, we can be sure in advance of finding no philo- 
sophical enlightenment. A word or an expression denotes either 
a definite thought or none at all. A word has meaning only 
through the unequivocality of its relation to the thought; and a 
M^ord that intends more than one meaning has none. To be sure 
there are some who feel it is a poor thing if a word stands for only 
a single thought; our fund of thought is obviously richer, the 
more thoughts that can be attached to one word. This notion 
would lead us to the ideal of a language that had infinite connota- 
tions, so that there would be no limit at all to the number of 
thoughts packed into one word. But whoever subscribes to this 
loint of view merely betrays his ignorance of the purpose of 
anguage: the communication of thoughts through the use of 
symbols allocated to them — a purpose that would be frustrated 
by multiple implications. When the same word serves to connect 
many thoughts, this is not a sign of a wealth of thoughts but of 
the lack of thought on the part of him yTo uttered the words. 

This indicates how we should regard the cliche with which 
confused philosophical books and speeches are sometimes ex- 
cused or even praised, namely, that they admit of a variety of 
meanings. If an exposition does not oblige us to associate some- 
thing definite, i.e., one single thought, with every expression, 
then it does not oblige us to think at all; we are dealing with sheer 
babble. We fool ourselves if we imagine that we are thinking, 
whereas we are only picking up words and parroting them. We 
should not be able to say of a scientific exposition that in its pe- 
rusal we think of something, or even a variety of things, but that 
it makes us think something dejinite. 

For this reason we must also reject a metaphorical philosophi- 


cal language. For a metaphor as such is always indefinite and gives 
the mind too much free play. Every metaphor is a comparison; 
but every comparison is inexact. Therefore, a metaphorical ex- 
pression can only serve as a clarifying example, never as the real 
means by which a specific thought is designated. One might 
counter this with the question what there would be left of a lan- 
guage if the principle of avoiding all metaphorical expressions 
were taken literally. But it must be remembered that most of the 
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words originally used as metaphors have lost their former mean- 
ing, so that now immediate and definite concepts are associated 
with them. Thus, the word “ground” has today an abstract sense 
which we grasp immediately without considering that it origi- 
nally meant the same as “earth.” On the other hand, it is an un- 
clear and actually metaphorical manner of speaking to talk of the 
“root” of the principle of sufficient reason. This expression is not 
definite in its meaning and like all such expressions is capable of 
misleading not only the listener or reader but also him who uses 
it. 

One often hears attempts to excuse the inexactness of an ex- 
pression by the profundity of the thought which prevents a com- 
prehensible statement of it. But such a defense must be carefully 
scrutinized. Though it is true that the difficulty of expressing a 
thought increases with its profundity, one must beware of the 
tendency to look, as a matter of course, for special depth of 
thought in every incomprehensible statement. Philosophical im- 
postors employ this illusion; they affect an unclear and pictorial 
speech, so that the obscurity of their talk may conceal from un- 
critical minds the turgidity and banality of their thoughts. 

As a matter of fact, hoAt^ver, true profundity is by no means 
necessarily bound up with obscureness of presentation. We can 

. y t at zvorh is necessary to the under- 

standmg of profound thoughts and that great acuity of thought is 
required for the comprehension of even the most exact presenta- 
tion of difficult philosophical doctrines (indeed, the more exact 
the presentation, the greater is the need)-an acuity of thought 
of which the reader or listener is not always as capable as the ex- 
positor. We have no right to demand that the understanding of 
scientifi^c doctrmes be granted us without work; but we do have 
the right to demand— and indeed we ought to— that they be- 
come absolutely clear after sufficient work ^ 

But along with these requirements, which pertain more or less 
to the presentation of every science, we must take into considera- 
tion another circumstance, one that is determined by the special 

rWalt ^ knowledge. It is characteristic of philo- 

sophical knowledge that it lacks the immediate nersnimin. 
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tuidon. This explains the peculiar difficulty in communicating 
philosophical thoughts, a difficulty that is foreign to other sci- 
ences. Whereas in other sciences we are able, by pointing out the 
object to intuition, to remove all doubt as to what thought we are 
trv ing to communicate, in philosophy we are limited exclusively 
to language. W e are thus obliged to adhere strictly to gejieral 
linguistic usage. If M’e should use our own arbitrarily invented 
linguistic formulae, an artificial terminology such as is permis- 
sible and often useful in other sciences, we should frustrate any 
understanding of our meaning. For how could we make our 
privately invented language comprehensible to others? If it can 
be translated into ordinary language, ordinary language will do; 
if not, we should have to have at our disposal some means of com- 
municating thoughts other than language. Because of the nonin- 
tuitive nature of philosophical knowledge, such means are lack- 
ing; hence, understanding in philosophy depends entirely on 
a conscientious conformity with general linguistic usage. If this 
means of communication is abandoned, all possibility of intel- 
lectual exchange is lost. 

Difficulties arise here, partly because general usage does not 
always have the precision necessary for scientific exposition, 
partly because it is not rich enough to keep up with the develop- 
ment of philosophical concepts. Nevertheless, there is nothing 
we can do except make the best of general usage; and we do so 
not by forcibly reinterpreting and thus corrupting the indispen- 
sable instrument of speech but by striving little by little to adjust 
the habits of speech to the needs of science. Where general usage 
fails us, we must have recourse to neologisms, i.e., symbols that 
have as yet no meaning and that heretofore have not appeared in 
the language at all; this is usually and best done through the intro- 
duction of w'ords of foreign derivation. But nvo things must be 
kept in mind: first, such an artificial expression needs an explana- 
tion, the elements of which are defined in common linguistic 
terms; for an expression that is per se not comprehensible cannot 
be made so bv reducing it to expressions that are just as incompre- 
hensible; second, the introduction of such artificial expressions, 
even with this limitation, must always remain an emergency 
measure, since more is lost than gained through the misuse of this 
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aid to understanding. It atrophies the roots from which the living 
language draws its strength, without which even the grafted 
shoots of an artificial terminology cannot hope to stay alive. 

These requirements may seem self-evident to the ingenuous. 
And yet a single glance at contemporary philosophical literature 
suffices to demonstrate that even the most celebrated teachers are 
far from heeding these clear and simple demands. 



We found that there are two conditions that philosophy must 
meet; one is concerned with its content, the other with its form. 
The first is met when philosophy contains knowledge, the second 
when it assumes the form of science. Now that we have seen what 
is necessary to the first of these, let us consider what is demanded 
for the second. 


Philosophical knowledge, like every sort of knowledge, be- 
comes science only when the diverse cognitions that go to make 
up the particular knowledge are given the form of systematic 
nmty. The unity of a system consists in the fact that otherwise 


scattered knowledge is so ordered that every proposition express- 
ing this knowledge occupies a definite position in the whole struc- 
ture, either as a theorem, if it can be derived logically from other 
propositions in the same field of knowledge, or as a basic principle, 
if It cannot be derived through syllogisms from other proposi- 
tions in this field but expresses a truth that is elsewhere established. 

The most important step in assuring to philosophy the char- 
acter of a science is the discovery and verification of its basic prin- 
ciples. W e know that the consistency of a system does not 
depend on the correctness of its basic principles; an altogether 
consistent system may be erected on even the most absmrd as- 
s^puons. But precisely for this reason it is not enough to rely on 
the inner consistency of a structure of theorems; for where the 
presupposmons are wrong, no amount of consistent thinking can 
bring us ne^er the truth. Before the basic principles are estab- 

^ L ""i ^ on them. 

But once they are estabhshed the system may be constructed 

merely through syllogisms. Thus the chipf u 
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lem of aU philosophizing is how to get hold of the basic philo- 
sophical principles, because they are not obvious as, for instance 
the axioms of geometry are, for they are grounded on no intui- 
tion, so that we cannot start out from them as from something al- 
ready established. Rather, they are the most controversial ele- 
ments m the whole science, and their discovery and verification 
present us with the greatest difficulties. 


The method of the discovery of the basic principles of a par- 
ticular science must depend essentially on the nature of the 
knowledge that makes up the content of the science in question; 
thus philosophical method, too, is determined by the specific 
character of philosophical knowledge. When we say that 
those truths are philosophical which become clear to us only 
through reflection, we assert thereby that we are here concerned 
with a knowledge that we do not derive from experience, but 
that — if we are at all capable of acquiring it — has its basis in our 
own reason. W e have also stated thereby that this knowledge 
does not stand clear and immediate in our consciousness but orig- 
inally lies obscurely in our reason. The difficulty, therefore, is 
not in the actual acquisition of philosophical knowledge but in 
its illumination as it lies within us. 

If the illumination of this knowledge is to be assured of success, 
we must not only reflect, we must do so according to a plan; and 
this means nothing else but that we must guide our reflection by 
a specific rule which, so far as possible, precludes our missing our 
goal. 

But how are we to discover such a rule even before we know 
our goal? 

No matter how obscurely philosophical knowledge lies in our 
reason, it still manifests itself in all everyday judgments; it is basic 
to ever)^— even the simplest — empirical judgment. There is, 
therefore, no other way for us to find it but to start out with the 
concrete use of our intelligence, that is, with judgments whose 
truth we are certain of even though we cannot explain what this 
truth rests on. By analyzing such judgments we arrive at the basic 
principles we are seeking. This analysis consists in our examining 
what preassumptions we must make in order to form the judg- 
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ment in question, thus ascending through constantly progressing 
abstraction from the accidental empirical content of the individ- 
ual judgments to their most general presuppositions, the basic 
philosophical principles. iVnd we are just as sure of the correct- 
ness of the preassumptions we have established as we are of our 
judgments. 


The fact that there is a clash of philosophical opinions may 
seem to argue against the fitness of this method, for if philosophi- 
cal principles can really be found by so simple a rule, how is it to 
be explained that not all philosophers agree on them? The answer 
is that it is as easy to state this rule as it is difficult to follow 
through with it and to refrain from all the detours and enticing 
side issues to which one is tempted by the mirage of a system 
latched together from elements arbitrarily assembled. The phi- 
osophers’ hopeless quarrel over principles is simply the inevitable 
consequence of the fact that they do not find it worth the trouble 
to follow the guiding principle of steadily progressing abstrac- 
that, rather, driven by the lamentab e craze for system, 
they imrnediately jump over to the most e.xtreme abstractions, 
from which they can no longer orient themselves, because the 
thread has been broken that forms the connection with the one 
solid point of departure of abstraction. 

Indeed, we observe that philosophers whose systems differ 
most radically are of one mind in using the same' principles as 
soon as they turn from doctrine to its application-a circum- 
stance demonstrating incontrovertibly that it is only diaression 
from the straight path of abstraction that engenders disunity If 
philosophers Ayere to remain true in practice to their dogmati- 
caUy erected system, how could the determinist, who denL the 
responsibility of man, ever make the mistake of passing an ethi- 

accept It fate; at most, he might lament his misfortune but he 
uould have no grounds for moral indignation. Or has one ever 

I cTifreSr'’''”' f 'P*’ 

causal relation between phenomena an illusion, has s^tODoed 
bemg interested m the causes of the events he obsemreTe- 
cialK of those that touch him personally? Consistency would de- 
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mand of him that he once and for all renounce the question 
“why?” ^ 


VI 

Although the described procedure of abstraction is sufficient 
for the discovery of basic philosophical principles, it does not at 
the same time give us a verification of them. They are in this way 
only demonstrated to be the actual presuppositions of the ana- 
lyzed judgments and hence their most general grounds; conse- 
quently, their legitimacy cannot, conversely, be grounded on 
these judgments. If, then, they are not to remain altogether un- 
verified, we need a special procedure through which to ascertain 
the grounds of their validity. 

Because of the peculiarity of philosophical knowledge we can- 
not here call intuition to our aid, as we can for the verification of 
the principles of other sciences. No more can we verify them in 
a purely logical manner; for that would presuppose that they, as 
secondary principles, could be traced back to — i.e., proved by 
— higher principles; but this would be a contradiction of the fact 
that they themselves already represent the highest principles of 
the system. 

We found previously that the ground of cognition of philo- 
sophical judgments, if there is any at all, resides in ourselves, 
without any action on our part and independently of all experi- 
ence. At the same time, also, we found that it does not reside in us 
with immediate clarity. It belongs, therefore, to the original com- 
ponents of our reason, as an immediate, although originally ob- 
scure, knowledge. Accordingly, it must be possible to disclose 
it by a sufficiently developed theory of reason. 

And this disclosure, if it succeeds, is a sufficient verification of 
the basic philosophical principles. For it cannot again be asked if 
the immediate knowledge so revealed is in its turn valid. W e may 
ask regarding a cognition whether we possess it or not; but when 
wx confess that we really possess a cognition, it is a contradiction 
to ask whether what we apprehend through it as true is also really 
true. Thus doubt of the validity of the immediate cognition is an 
inner contradiction and annuls itself; and this circumstance 
makes further verification of the immediate cognition superflu- 
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ous. Our certainty of it is for us the primary fact, anterior to all 
verifying and refuting thinking; it reposes in us, impregnable to 
all doubt arising from reflection by virtue of the fact of the self- 
confidence of reason. 


Therefore, what is proved by the theory of reason is not the 
truth of the basic philosophical principles in question — they are, 
as basic principles, altogether unprovable — but simply the truth 
of the empirical proposition that we are actually in possession of 
an immediate rational knovdedge that contains the ground of 
those philosophical propositions. Whoever demands more of the 
verification of philosophical principles, v^hoever thinks that phil- 
osophical knowledge can or should first be produced by way of 
dialectics, is simply deceived by the original obscurity of philo- 
sophical knowledge. Because this knowledge becomes clear only 
through thinking, he is of the opinion that its source, too, can lie 
only in thinking. And through this misconception of the real 
nature of philosophical knowledge he is driven to seek the secret 
of philosophy in the invention of a dialectics that artificially gen- 
erates philosophical knowledge — an eternally fruitless exertion. 
Any attempt to brmg about an extension of knowledge through 
reflection alone, without the preassumption of a knowledge de- 
rived from some other source, must come to nought on the inter- 
mediary nature and original emptiness of reflection, no matter 
how novel and ingenious this attempt may be. Reflection, qua the 
capacity to think, cannot enrich the content of our knowledge 
though we need It in order to give this content scientific form 
and thus elevate it to the complete clarity of consciousness. 

Unce this confusion between reflection, which is in itself 
empty, and reason, which is the capacity for immediate cogni- 
non, has been removed the foolish illusion automaticallv dlap- 
pears that it lies within the power of thinking to distill a content 
from the forms of thinking by some sort of dialectical art 

As soon as it is recognized that this is the nature of phiiosophi- 
cal knowydge, it will also become evident that there must L a 
system of pure philosophy that is immutably established and Mr 

seat m pure reason, it cannot be dependent on extension 
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through experience, and no expenditure of ingenmty can add 
anythmg to it or take anything away from it. If there is such a 
thing for us as philosophical knowledge, we possess it once and 
for all, and the development of philosophy consists only in our 
becoming more and more clearly and completely conscious of 
what philosophical knowledge we possess. 

That this conclusion can be achieved is the source of an espe- 
cial scientific allure, which pure philosophy has above all other 
sciences. Every other science draws on intuition and is suscep- 
tible of an extension into infinity because time and space are in- 
finite. Philosophy, on the other hand, is capable of a final form, 
irrevocably prescribed to it by reason itself. 


V 


THE CRITICAL METHOD 
AND THE RELATION OF 
PSYCHOLOGY TO PHILOSOPHY * 


AN ESSAY IN METHODOLOGY 

There are scholars whose philosophy consists simply in the history of 

philosophy (ancient as well as modern). Current prolegomena are not 
written for them.” 

—Immanuel Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics. 

INTRODUCTION: TERMINOLOGY AND TASK 


I. Since the concepts with which the following treatise will 
deal were first introduced into science as precise terms by Kant, 
1 shall adhere strictly to Kantian terminology. Accordingly, I 
sha 1 use the term “metaphysics” to denote the system of all 

philosophical judgments except logical judgments-in other 
words all judgments not based on either empirical or mathe- 
matical mtmtion-that is to say, the system of synthetic a priori 
jud^ents evolved through mere concepts. And the term 
critique of reason will denote the demonstration of the validity 

I possibility. 

mZhvl? 5 To what extent doTs 

Ae airinrar^ " ““T ">« 

me critique adopt to satisfy such a need? 


I- the regressive METHOD: INDUCTION AND 


abstraction 


Philosophy as Natural Disposition and as Science 

prkdpia mgamem 

* “Die It * ‘ u \ir With a pcrsoii who disagrees 
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with me m principle) . This saying is basically false in the field of 
philosophy. Every significant philosophical controversy is a con- 
troversy over principles. We are all in agreement on the applica- 
tion of these principles to experience and to life; it is only when 
we begin to philosophize about them in abstracto that differences 
appear. Thus, we assume in our calculations the continuity of 
motion without being disconcerted by Zeno’s proof of the im- 
possibility of continuous motion. Thus, every chemist expects 
a substance tvith which he experiments in a closed vessel to weigh, 
after his experiments, precisely what it weighed before; he does 
not concern himself with the metaphysical difliculties implicit 
in the principle of conservation of mass. Thus, everyone passes 
judgment on his own actions and on the actions of his fellow men 
tvithout considering that he thereby presupposes a responsibility 
that contradicts his perhaps dej^rministic philosophical views. 
The materialist speab of the jpirit, the atfiSist of pod, the fatalist 
of freedom, the atomist of contimiurnyffte'empiricist of natural 
la^^^ the skeptic of truth. It is really only in the academies of 
philosophy that there is any^ispute on these subjects; and after 
the discussion everyone abandons whatever decision has been 
reached and relapses into.his previous convictions. 

Let us therefore distinguish between the philosophical con- 
victions that form, unconsciously, the basis for all our judgments 
and evaluations, and (on the other hand) the procedure by which 
we state these convictions as such and fit them into a system. If, 
in other words, we discriminate between philosophy as a natural 
disposition and philosophy as a scientific discipline, we can then 
say that no philosophical idea, in the sense of the first of these 
terms, is actually the subject of controversy, but that all difficul- 
ties in this matter arise when philosophical principles are stated 
without specific application in abstracto. This differentiation 
now gives us a means of arbitrating the quarrel over principles; 
for if we choose from the experiences of daily life those judg- 
ments and evaluations on which there is agreement, we can ana- 
lyze them and thus, by a regressive procedure, search out the 
philosophical principles that have been applied in these judg- 
ments and evaluations and are presupposed in all of them. By a 
orocess of continuous analysis and abstraction from the specific 
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applications wc nijj st e ventually reach some essential and ultimate 
ass umptm j^ which we can then separately denote. 

Progressive and Regressive Methods 

3. This process of abstracting reverses the usual method of 
objective establishment, which derives consequences from their 
reasons; it works its way from the consequences back to the rea- 
sons. We cannot say that in so doing xve prove the principles but 
only that we reveal them as such. It is an argumentum ad 
hominem. We pomt out, for example, to the empiricist, who uses 
the catchword__exp_erience,” that synthetic a priori judgments 
constitute thepreconton that makes his “experience” possible- 
we point out to the moralist, who speaks of “morality,” that a 

These consequences are the accepted conclusions aXIa" 

mm these we analyze, and they serve us as data for our arm- 

ifientwn ad hominem. * 

be nrovableS' '“a??! that all truths must 
beprmble. Indeed no amount of proof can enable us to know 

or to discover anything that is not already impliat in our basic 
undemandmg Proofs are necessary and possible 001X3"^ 

evaluations f ^"d 

them andwiA ont our beco m in g dlS^re Se 

make use of an artificial rpoTPcJ ' we must 

O'vn. In tHeTa^oTth^ indom''^ make them our 

ia foidg^ dif Fndwledge 
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nT K ’ 7 ^ ^ W lacking. It dweUs 

ns obscurely, and we need a special method to bring it to the 
light of consciousness. ^ 

This, then, IS the task of philosophy as science: to discover 
and to elevate from their original obscurity to the clarity of con- 
sciousness those basic principles that are not founded on intuition 
but arise solely from concepts. If we should succeed in making 
all of them our o^yn, we should then have a means of definitely 
deciding all possible philosophical problems. Without the benefit 
0 this regressive mquiry, on the other hand, we are exposed to 
all the caprice of dogmatic metaphysics, for unprovability is 
common both to basic principles and to aU false doctrines— 7ith 
t IS dmerence, that the latter can be refuted and exposed as false 
by comparison with the principles. The dogmatist, therefore, 
need only set up his doctrines as principles as soon as he is unable 
to prove them, and we can protect ourselves against his unjusti- 
fied claims only if we are in possession of the system of all real 
principles and are thus able to make apparent to him the futility 
of his propositions by showing that they are derived. 

Let us therefore define as dogmatic the procedure of a science 
that begins with the affirmation of its principles, and as critical 
the procedure of a science that submits even its principles to 
scrutiny. We shall then be able to state that a critical procedure 
is the very foundation of philosophy, and that critique in philoso- 
phy consists in an adherence to the regressive method. 

Induction and Abstraction 
4. Let us try to make this more definite. 

* V ^ — 

as its goaj j he pro gressive deduction of conse- 
quences from their aasons, the su bordination of the particular 
under the gene ral, 01 facts u nder la ws — i.e., the formal s^^s tem 
of theor\\ But preparatory w ork i s often necessary before the 
general la\\’s can be reached; it is not always possible, as it is in 
mathematics, to begin directly with a statement of the general 
laM'S. The natural sciences require first a regressive ascertainment 
of th gir laws through an exam ination of facts bef ore they can 
u ndertake through theory to exp l ^ the facts by th e laws. This 
re^ssive ascertinment of the natural laws from observed facts 
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IS the task of induction. Induction, how ev er, nev er leads to basic 
prmcipJesbut^ys onlyiotheorems. We cannot even proceed 

Induct]on_bses on the prea^jlidnonH^ most universal 
somethin^je^versal, something, therefore, that, in contrast^ 

ones. For necessary truths consist in the ultimate univeLls 

imd™ Th'lf ' ' of ^11 Induction from 

*0 other hand, is 

the law’ that every action h^c V ° subject to 

it had to be dis&?saT rom te reaction. Bm 

the planets that aeXtion t ' ob^eryaM^hs of 

rations wdth the”principks^o7J? ^/^^buies astronomical obser- 

wonldTg awSWalid it!! "’1*001 the former it 

uiducrion, and which prec^lv for Lt r Po^WHty of all 

demo nstrabl e. ' ^ ^ are not inductively 

p. »“ "t™. beta U. ^ 
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and that of induction. Accordingly, the analytic process of dis- 
covering philosophical principles is altogether different from all 
processes of proof, different not only from the progressive pro- 
cedure of mathematics but also from the regressive procedure 
of induction. 


Dogmatism and Criticism 

5 . Since all philosophizing is itself thinking and apprehending, 
we shall necessarily be obhged, when we philosophize, to pre- 
suppose and apply certain principles that we are really looking 
for. This is a circle on which every dogmatic method of proof 
must inevitably be frustrated and fall easy prey to skepticism. 
Foiiahe dogmatic method presupposes that which.it sets out to 
prove, wheth^ it be regressive like induction or progressive like 
mathematics^nly the critical method is free of this circle and 
therefore cannot be attacked by skepticism; for the critical 
method does not seek to prove the principles but only to recog- 
nize them as such. It does not prove but, on the contrary, searches 
out precisely what, in any proof, we have in fact presupposed 
and are necessarily obliged to presuppose. 

Thus, whereas dogmatic philosophy starts naively with any 
arbitrarily collected pseudoprinciples, critical philosophy works 
its way up to the principles and seeks them out. The fmme^ 
starts from hypotheses. The latter starts only from jacu^^i ac- 
cepts our judgments as they actually exist, examines and analyzes 
them^^in^Order to state explicitly what ^^^ as already imipli cit in 
thert^ Critical philosophy, the^foTC, dc^s imt have a particular 
part of things as the object of its investigation. It leaves the cog- 
nition of things entirely up to the induction of natural science, 
with which it has no quarrel regarding the knowledge either of 
physical or of psychical things, nor does it claim to be a science 
of the supernatural. Its theme is the principles of knowledge it- 
self — Se know ledge of all things, physical and psychical, ma- 
terial and immaterial. Critical philosophy does not try to exulain 
anything; it seeks the ultimate grounds of all explanationntJs. 
not limited to the apprehension of any one particular field but 
teaches how to avoid error in all fields. F or t his p urpose it accepts 
knowledge as it finds it as jact: not to prove its truth or to explain 
its genesis but to abstract the purely conceptual knowledge and 
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to trace it back to its ultimate principles. When n nas uisco 
these, it then establishes them as the system of philosophy^ 

Historical Survey 

6. Socrates and Plato long ago called for this method. But al- 
most immediately Aristotle confused (under the name inaywyn) 
the Socratic method of abstraction with induction. This mis- 
mderstandmg persisted in the history of philosophy until Kant ' 
Kant was the first to use the critical method precisely, in con- 
scious oppoMtion to both the progressive-mathematical proce- 
dme of German predecessors and the inductive-psycholom- 
procedme of his English predecessors. This searching out of 

mg or metaphysical exposition,” and he furthermore distin- 

^hed It from the transcendent deduction” of principles 

hich IS concerned with demonstrating their validity. ^ ’ 

II. THE VERIFICATION OF JUDGMENTS: PROOF 
DEMONSTRATION, AND DEDUCTION 

dependence of the Regressive Procedure on the 

Data of Analysis 

NewS by the regressive procedure? 

truths only m so far as we presuppose the truth „f the data 

in4od dlere .5 the tegtessive 

one hand and the lack of indeprnSInce of it ^e 

he became the father of nnr. * * experience, on the other. In this 
found^ of logical dogmatism in phi£^o^5 errors in the history of science; the 

deducdon-^ven toitsi^op of induc- 

published his Tbeorie der /ndaitfi IrL” Friedrich Ap Jt 

Apelt supplements the P’ ’S6.1 ''P"'' 
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with which our analysis began. For, although the principles are 
logically independent of the consequences that we analyze to 
make the principles manifest, nevertheless our exposition of the 
principles remains dependent on their consequences. Since this 
procedure is not proof, nor any sort of objective verifi- 
cation, but simply a subjective appeal ad hominem, its results re- 
main ahvays dependent on these primary data accepted by us, 
which in their turn receive their objective verification only from 
the discovered principles. These principles must be valid as such, 
independent of any consequences derived from them, and can- 
not first be founded on these consequences. 

An example will make this relation clear. The principle of the 
conservation of energy was not discovered by proof — indeed, 
because of its general nature, it could not be proved at all.^ To 
be sure, \\'ith the help of this principle we are able to prove 
a great deal inductively, but the principle itself was discovered 
not bv induction but by abstraction. Helmholtz discovered it by 
a process of purely logical analysis, by asking himself: What 
must the highest major premises of natural science be like if per- 
petual motion is to be impossible? If perpetual motion is impos- 
sible, then the principle of the conservation of energy is valid. 
But \\ ithout this principle we can decide nothing a priori about 
the possibiliu" or impossibilitv’’ of perpetual motion. Therefore, 
the assumption of the law of the conservation of energy remains 
entirely dependent, after this regressive train of thought, on the 
expectation that someone might perhaps actually succeed in con- 
structing a machine capable of perpetual motion. But this cannot 
be the last word on the matter, for no discerning physicist would 
think of making the validity of the law of the conservation of 
energy dependent on the degree of certainty of such an empirical 
proposition. Quite the contrary. He assumes it as the precondi- 
tion for the validity of his observations; it serves him as norm and 
regulator for his inductions. We cannot, therefore, prove such 

2. This is frequently overlooked through a confusion of the law of the comerva- 
tion of energ>^ with the first law of thermodynamics. But the latter proposition is 
only an application of the law of the conservation of energy and as such has been 
inductively proved. This proof does not say that energy is constant, but that heat 
is a form'of energ\', for which statement the law of the conservanon of energy 
must already, in its most general form, be presupposed. 
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a principle by experience; on the other hand, we arc unable to 
prove it a priori precisely in so far as it is really a basic principle. 
How, then, are we to accredit it as such? How are we to defend 
it if it becomes an object of doubt? 

The regressive procedure of abstraction is thus in itself only a 
factual exposition: in so far as we in fact agree on certain proposi- 
tions, we must also grant the logical conditions of their possibility. 
We thus simply point out the logical dependence and condition- 
ality of one proposition on another; but we cannot in this way 
compel anyone to accept the disclosed proposition as true who is 
not convinced and who does not remain convinced of the truth 
of the consequence independently of our logical demonstration. 
Anyone who does not agree to those data will not he convinced, 
by analysis of them, of the principles that are their precondition. 
Indeed, the very opposite could happen; instead of acknowl- 
edging the reason with the consequence, he could deny the con- 
sequence with the reason; and thus we should achieve the very 
opposite of what we wanted. In the very process of putting a 
naively accepted proposition on a vague basis, we can easily make 
him suspicious of the proposition itself, since he can transfer his 
doubt of the reason to the consequence instead of transferring 
his certainty of the consequence to the reason. If, for instance, 
we show the naturalist that he himself, M'hen he passes judgment 
on such matters as duty, right, and beauty, recognizes an objec- 
tive teleology and sets it above natural law, we shall perhaps im- 
pel him to the point where, for the sake of his naturalistic 
philosophical system, he will be untrue to his ethical convic- 
dons and will deny them any justification— not in his active 
daily life but perhaps in his philosophical speculations. 


Troblem of the Independence and the Completeness of 

the System of Principles 

8. What shall we do, then, if these data are doubted? They 
epend for their validity on principles and can be verified 
through prmciples But it is the principles that arc in dispute; it 
IS precisely with their justification that we are concerned The 
appeal to our awareness of the self-evidence of our own convic- 
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tion would afford only poor protection to the principles: how 
many errors have been trotted out as immediately evident truths? 
Insistence on the unshakable nature of our convictions is no more 
than the most outrageous sort of special pleading, by which we 
may sway our opponent but can never convince him. Now, we 
have already seen that there is no point in asking for proof of 
basic principles; 'we must first determine whether a proposition 
is really a principle before we are justified in renouncing proof 
of it. 

The regressive procedure, however, is not m itself sufficient 
for this demonstration; analysis does not set for itself its own 
limits. On the one hand, it is always doubtful, without some 
further criterion, whether the analysis could not be pursued 
further or whether it has really arrived at principles. On the other 
hand, even if the latter were possible, there would still remain the 
question w'hether we had really exhausted the entire system of 
principles or whether it was not still incomplete. No matter how 
many data we analyze, it is always possible that we have over- 
looked some, the basic preconditions of which are still lacking in 
our system. Have we really reached the first and highest — the 
genuine — principles? Does not our system contain perhaps too 
many or too few of them? How can we elevate ourselves above 
the purely factual in our thought and feeling and secure the 

principles against doubt? 

The Principle of Sufficient Reason 

9. If wt ask ourselves the general question: Why do our judg- 
ments need verification? we shall have to answer: Because our 
thinking is subject to the possibility of error. The determination 
of how to verify metaphysical principles depends, therefore, on 
the correct understanding of the difference between error and 

truth. j • u 

All thinking consists in the forming of concepts and m me 

combination of them into judgments, as well as in the combina- 
tion of the judgments into conclusions. Thinking as such is not 
yet cognition. When we cognize, we do so only by thinking 
judgments, not mere concepts. But not all judgments are knowl- 
edge; there are judgments which simply analyze concepts, e.g., 
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definitions. These are analytic judgments.^ Among them belongs 
also the syllogism. Every syllogism can be reduced to the form of 
a (hypothetical) analytic judgment. Even a syllogism affords me 
no new knowledge not already implicit in its premises; if it did, 
it would be a fallacy. A syllogism does not assert that the premises 
and the conclusion are true; it asserts the consequence of the con- 
clusion from its premises, and this consequence is an analytic 
judgment. Cognition is therefore contained in synthetic judg- 
ments but not in the derivation of one synthetic judgment from 
others. This derivation, like all analytic judgments, is simply an 
act of our consciousness by which it makes clearer in another 
form the knowledge it already possesses from another source. 

Eveiy judgment is an act of thinking or of reflection and as 
such (in contradistinction to the involuntary combination of 
ideas through association) is arbitrarily formed. Herein lies the 
possibility of error and the necessity of verifying all judgments. 
For it is still questionable whether the voluntary combination 
of ideas in a judgment took place in accordance with the canons 
of truth; whether the claim to truth, which distinguishes reflec- 
tion from association, is justified. Logic demands a reason for 
every judgment. What does this mean? No knowledge is possi- 


3. Concept and judgment must be shaiyly differentiated logically, (a) Only def- 
imdons, i.e., analytic judgments, are equivient to concepts. But precisely for that 
reason they have no value as knowledge: the existence of the defined concept must 
hrst be proved, (b) Every complete conjunctive analytic judgment represents a 
concept, but it is not conversely true that every concept can be represented bv an 
^al>Tic judgment. Only for concepts resulting from combinations is this possible. 

ngin^y metaphysical (in the sense of Kant's categories), mathematical, and em- 
pincal basic concepts cannot be defined. Anyone is at liberty not to call these basic 

T^oblematic idea of a concept itself again presupposes for 

STuTaIs ‘‘ 'he precondition of some sort^of s^mt?etic 

f The oblittyation of this distinction, which has often been 

attempted lately, leads to the mystical notion of the reality of concepts and to the 

ansferenty to knowledge itself of the arbitrariness that pertains to the forming of 
concepK; It leads to a confusion of thinking and knowing. ^ 

ca^“bl sS'^atXS- into analytic and synthetic, it 

an be said that this distinction is not grammaacal but logical. Ever\' iudement is 

^“tence can stand in one case for a^anaS 

judgment. Concepts cannot change, but words wn 
change their meanmgs, that is, they can be associated with various conce^ 



n6 Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 

ble from mere concepts. If I am to form a judgment containing 
knowledge and truth, I need a ground for knowledge that is in- 
dependent of the concept of the subject of my judgment. The 
truth of the judgment, therefore, lies not in itself but in some- 
thing else from which the judgment derives the truth. What is 
this “something else,” the cognitive ground of judgment? This 
ground can itself be another judgment; in this case verification 
is by proof. But all proofs must finally be derived from some un- 
pro vable judgments, the cognitive grounds of which cannot in 
their turn consist in judgments. These primar)^ judgments, which 
are unprovable themselves and from which all proofs are derived, 
are called principles. 

The Indirectness and Emptiness of Reflection 

I o. The statement of these principles is, to be sure, like every 
judgment, an act of reflection, but reflection cannot of itself 
create the truths that are stated in the principles. Reflection left 
to itself can only form analytic judgments; it can only derive, i.e., 
prove, consequences from given truths. But the truth of the prin- 
ciples is not dependent on proofs and they cannot, therefore, in 
so far as they are synthetic principles, be authenticated by reflec- 
tion. The principles of geometry, for example, are, as synthetic 
principles, by no means logical necessities. Thus, the denial of the 
parallel postulate does not contradict any law of logic; conse- 
quently, logic is simply not in a position to determine its validity. 

The ground of these ultimate principles, therefore, being in- 
dependent of reflection, must lie in an immediate knowledge 
that itself contains the ultimate grounds for all jud^ents, i.e., 
for all derived knowledge. One such mode of immediate knowl- 
edge is intuition, both empirical intuition as the ground of all em- 
pirical judgments and mathematical intuition as the ground of all 
mathematical judgments. The unity and necessity, ho\yever, 
which we find as facts in our thinking and which we enunciate in 
the metaphysical principles, cannot find their source in intuition, 
for it is only through reflection that we become cognizant of 
them. But in so far as it is a synthetic unity, its origin cannot lie in 
reflection, since it is already a precondition for every reflective 
judgment. There exists, consequently, an immediate knowledge 
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of a nonintuitive nature that is the ground of our metaphysical 
judgments. AVe call it the immediate kno'wledge of pure reason. 

Judg?nent and Kno'wledge; Knowledge atid Object 

1 1 . The ground of all thinking thus lies, in the last analysis, in 
immediate knowledge, and the truth of all judgments consists 
in their correspondence with this immediate knowledge. Reflec- 
tion is not enough in itself; as such it is empty and can only repeat 
and clarify cognitions elsewhere provided. It does not extend, 
but simply elucidates, our knowledge. Accordingly, we can 
speak of error and truth in our thinking only in so far as a truth is 
presupposed that is independent of the thought in dispute. All 
dispute about truth and error, all doubt and uncertainty concern- 
ing reflective judgments arise from their being measured against 
the immediate knowledge they reiterate. There can be no dispute 
v. hatsoever about this immediate knowledge; its certainty can 
never be questioned or suspected of error, for error is nothing 
more or less than departure from immediate knowledge, a falla- 
cious reiteration of immediate knowledge. Therefore, the possi- 
hihw of error presupposes the existence of immediate knowl- 
edge, and he who calls immediate knowledge “wroncr” simply 
contraicts himself; he does not know the meaning of the words 

error and “truth.” All error and doubt pertain to reflection- 
they caniiot touch iinmediate knowledge. 

Efforts to verify our knowledge and disputes over truth and 
error cannot have any bearing on the relation of know ledge to 
the object of knowdedge. Correspondence with the object can 
never be a criterion of the truth of our knowledge, because we 
should have to step outside our knowledge in order to compare it 

^owdedge that w^e achieve the object. AAA can thus nlver coL 

pare knowledge with the object, but only one mode of knowl- 

edge vvith another. A proposition is true when it is properly 

erified, i.e^ vvhen it comcides wdth the know-ledge from which it 

M as derived. There can be no dispute about the truth of the m 

mediate knowledge; there can be dispute only as to the question' 
Which IS the immediate knowledge? mestton. 

We should be obliged to presuppose immediate knowdedge 
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(in so far as it is immediate knowledge) in order to doubt its 
truth: doubt of immediate knowledge is a self-contradiction. All 
derived knowledge, on the other hand, is as such problematic 
and can be verified only by comparison with immediate knowl- 
edge. All the problems of philosophy can therefore be epito- 
mized in the following: What is the immediate knowledge of 
pure reason? Every philosophical dispute can be decided by an- 
swering this question. The knowledge of our reason either cor- 
responds with the object or it does not; and in neither case can we 
do anything about it. There is no vantage ground from which, 
standing as it were beyond or above our knowledge, we can 
make its validity the subject of a science. It cannot therefore be 
the task of philosophy to provide our knowledge with objective 
truth but only to certify consciousness as knowing conscious- 
ness, to assist consciousness to an unerring statement of knowl- 
edge. 

Philosophy, then, concerns itself no more than any other hu- 
man discipline with the question: Is our knowledge true, i.e., 
does it correspond to the object? It asks only: Is a proposition 
really knowledge, i.e., does it correspond to immediate knowl- 
edge? Is a judgment really an articulation of knowledge or is 
it no more than a factual occurrence in my consciousness? All 
error thus belongs in the realm of consciousness and cannot 
touch the immediate knowledge of reason. 

Impossibility of a Theory of the Possibility of Knowledge 

1 2 . This can be elucidated in still another way. Every cogni- 
tion is a thought, but not every thought is cognition; for there are 
also problematic thoughts, whereas it is an essential quality of 
cognition that it asserts the existence of that which is appre- 
hended, that is, of the object of the thought. It might thus appear 
as if the concept of kno\\dng could be derived from the general 
concept of thought; as if it might be possible to explain how as- 
sertion is joined to a notion, how a notion acquires objectivity; as 
if the possibility of know ing could be formulated in a theory. But 
the particular is by no means contained in the general and infer- 
able from it. On the contrary, it is knowledge that makes prob- 
lematic notions possible, and'not vice versa. Knowledge is an im- 
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mediate quality of inner experience and not something com- 
pounded quantitatively, to be explained or constructed from 
simpler relations. All knowledge is as such already the knowledge 
of an object: the object is alu'ays in the cognition; it is not some- 
thing that only later is added to it. The relation of knowledge to 
the object cannot be subjected to any mediate examination; it 
can only be immediately experienced as it exists as a fact in our 
knowledge. It is not a casual relation nor can it be delineated in 
concepts. Therefore, this relation cannot be the theme of any 
science: there is no theory of the possibility of knowledge. 

Proof, Demonstration, and Deduction * 

1 3. As we saw above (sec. 10), we verify the basic judgments 
of the empirical and mathematical sciences by pointing out the 
intuition on which they are grounded. VVe call this verification 
demonstration. (N.B., demonstration and proof are to be differ- 
entiated.) Such demonstration terminates the series of grounds 
for this sort of judgment by tracing these judgments back to im- 
mediate knowledge, to a ground that is independent of the arbi- 
trariness of forming judgments. At this point there is no sense in 
searc^g for higher grounds, for all error consists only in a false 
repetition of truths otherwise arrived at. Now, where there is no 
further basic truth, it cannot be falsely stated; and where nothing 
is repeated, it cannot be falsely repeated. Also, when we 
speak of sensory illusion, it is, strictly speaking, not an illusion of 
the senses but one of our judgment, through which reflection at- 
tempts to explain and inteipret the intuition of the senses. 

But how are we to verify the metaphysical principles? We 
cannot prove them; else they would not be principles. No more 
can we demonstrate them; else they would not be metaphysical. 

• Deduction is the Mglicized form of Deduktion, a term established by Kant for 

a metaphysical principles^: 

SpH « character of the method of deduction has 

“ subsequent chapters. All translators of Kant’s Critique of 

w, hke^e, ret^ the words used by Nelson— Deduktion, deducieren deducierbi^ 

wnrd*'h (o™. The reader must constantly bear in mind that these 

sens? epistemological meaning and are nol used in their usual logical 
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We call the way of verifying them deduction. In what, then, will 
this deduction consist? 

The only way to verify knowledge is through the authority of 
the immediate knowledge from which it is derived. The ultimate 
bases lie in the knowledge that is immediate as such. All derived 
knowledge, however, is knowledge through concepts, i.e., 
through forming judgments. Strictly speaking, then, we are not 
justified in demanding that all knowledge, but only that every 
judgment, must have a ground; so that all mediate judgments 
must be proved, and all immediate judgments either demon- 
strated or deduced. But this ground must under no circumstances 
be sought in the relation of the judgment to the object but only 
in its relation to immediate knowledge. Thus, it is all-important 
to differentiate between the relation of the judgment to knowl- 
edge and the relation of knowledge to the object. 

Deduction and demonstration therefore coincide to this ex- 
tent, that both methods serve to verify basic judgments. The 
function of both of them consists, accordingly, in the exposition 
of immediate knowledge in so far as the latter forms the grounds 
of the judgments in question. But, unlike the demonstrable judg- 
ments, the judgments that are only deducible are not rooted in 
intuition; that is to say, we become cognizant of the imme- 
diate knowledge that forms their basis, not immediately but 
only through the agency of reflection, only through the judg- 

This circumstance determines the essential difference between 
the two methods of precedure. In a demonstration we are able, 
for our comparison, to set intuition and judgment directly side 
bv side- but in deduction we have only an indirect comparison at 
our disposal, since the criterion for the validity of the judgment 
is not immediately at hand (as it is for demonstration) but must 
first be subtly and circuitously searched out and thus made our 
own. But no matter how great the distinction between demon- 
strable truth, v'ith its immediate evidentness, and the truth that 
is only deducible, we must nevertheless appreciate that tlus ad- 
hntage is the result only of a different re atton between the re- 
spective inodes of knowledge and cmscmistiess; for m neither 
case can the object be summoned as guarantor of the truth. 
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In order thus not to make too extravagant demands on deduc- 
tion, let us state, as the most important result of our investigations 
so far, the finding that demonstration is only a subjective veri- 
fication, and that consequently the certainty of even the most 
evident truths, for instance mathematical axioms, cannot (con- 
trary to popular belief) rest on objective criteria. 


Psychological Nature of Deduction 

14. There are, then, three kinds of verification: proof, demon- 
stration, and deduction. Verification by proof pertains only to 
mediate judgments and, in order even to be possible, presupposes 
principles. Consequently, the completeness of verification de- 
mands above all demonstration and deduction. 

We are concerned here only with the most difficult sort of 
verification; deduction. We have found deduction to be the most 
important task of philosophical critique. We now assert that in 
this matter critique can proceed only psychologically, i.e., that 
it IS Itself a science of inner experience. 

The proof of this assertion is easy in the light of what we have 
outlined above. We have just shown that in the case of demon- 
stration we can juxtapose the cognitive ground and the judgment 
that is to be verified. However, in the verification of only deduc- 
ible judgments such a direct comparison of the judgment with its 
cognitive ground is not possible, for we are not (as in the case of 
demonstration) ii^ediately conscious of the cognitive ground 
but must first seek it out indirectly. We possess this co^ve 

fte knowle?' J'^dgn^ents that are only deducible in the immedi- 

wha^ luu. But we can become acquainted with 

lendvThr”' experience. Conse- 

judgments is the task of a science based on inner expert 

uiust dwell on this proposition at greater lenp-th fnnV; f 
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III. THEORY OF DEDUCTION 

Proof of the Possibility of Psychological Deduction 

15. Every thought is a thought of an object, and the essential 
quality that distinguishes knowledge from the merely problem- 
atic thought is its assertion of the existence of the object. Knowl- 
edge must be differentiated both from the subject of the knowl- 
edge, the ego, and from the object of the knowledge. Whether 
the object be external or internal, knowledge is always different 
from it. The relation of knowledge to the object is not that of 
the mind to the body nor that of the ego to the external world. 
The ego, like the external world, can be the object of knowledge; 
but, although in the case of self-knowledge, subject and object 
are identical, kiio'aiedge and object are not. 

No matter what the object of knowledge is, whether external 
or internal, knowledge is always an inner activity. As such it is 
itself an object, namely, the object of inner experience, and can 
be studied as an object. All cognitive activity, in so far as it be- 
longs exclusively to the mind and is not merely the result of exter- 
nal impressions, is subject to the condition on which I discover in- 
trospectively my activities to be dependent. This original spon- 
taneity, in contradistinction to the activity that is sensorily 
stimulated, is precisely that which distinguishes all knowledge of 
pure reason. I shall therefore be able to obtain for myself though 
inner experience a theory of reason that will contain the ele- 
ments for the derivation of all the cognitions of pure reason. 

Thus, it will be possible, without dealing in abstracto with th( 
philosophical principles themselves, to deduce them empiricall) 
—a procedure with which skepticism cannot take issue since w( 
shaU be dealing entirely with facts which everyone can observi 
for himself and shall not become involved m any metaphysica 
considerations or hypotheses. This psychological deduction ! 
at the same time independent of the establishment of the syster 
of principles by the logical-regressive analysis of the judgmeni 

of our conscious thinking; and we possess the 

able to compare the two afterward and thus of being able to de 
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termine the '‘qtiid juris'' of conscious thinking by the ''quid 
facti" of reason* 


Position of This Task in Psychology 

16. It is important, however, to notice that for tins task we 
remain entirely within the limits of mental self-observation with- 
out becoming involved in comparisons with the material world; 
further, that v’e are dealing not with any sort of evolution, not 
v'ith concepts either inborn or acquired, nor with any compari- 
sons of a historical or ethnologic nature. For we are seeking not 
the individual phenomena of mind but the universal form of 
inner life as a part of reason per se, as the basic norm of mental 
activities, and as it provides reflection with its laws. It will per- 
haps be objected that this is not a task of psychology; and, indeed, 
the name by which we call it is of no importance, whether we 
use the ambiguous term “theory of knowledge,” or (in consider- 
ation of our purpose and interest) “transcendental psychology,” 
or even "philosophical anthropology." In any case, whatever we 
call it, only inner experience will be adequate to the task. 


Advantages of This Methods Certainty and Obviousness 

17. No matter how great the difficulties may be that confront 
self-observation, this subjective approach to all speculation 
nevertheless possesses a twofold advantage. First, yx remain en- 
tirely within the realm of observation, i.e., of knowledge through 
sensory intuition. We do not wander off into the field of abstract 
thought and do not get lost in the sophistries and subtleties of in- 
direct procedures of proof where the danger of error is the 
greater the more indirect the proofs are and the more remote 
they are f^rom mtmtion. The closer we stick to intuition (in our 
case, to self-observation) , the less vulnerable we are to logical fal- 
lacies, and the more readily such fallacies as may occur can be 
discovered and corrected. We also avoid the danger of being sat- 
isfied with mere probabilities; all probabihty, like all error per 
tains only to reflection and rests on incomplete conclusions. On 

• Such deductions have been carried out in Fries’s Neup Kritih t/ 

« Krmk prM.che, (mns£ to "■< 
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the other hand, intuition, from which we do not depart and to 
which we may always return, is not subject to any uncertainty 
whatever and thus also not to various degrees of probability. 

The second advantage is closely related to the first, namely, 
that the use of metaphysical principles, which no theory can 
circumvent, is in no field of our knowledge so limited as it is in 
psycholog)\ The use of metaphysics in any science cannot be 
extended beyond the domain of mathematics since it is only 
through the medium of mathematical measurements that our 
observations can be subsumed under the metaphysical basic con- 
cepts. But the domain of mathematics is extremely limited in 
inner experience because of the total impossibility of extensive 
measurement. We are therefore almost exclusively here confined 
to the use of observation and thus evade (thanks to the nature of 
the object) the embarrassment of becoming involved in an ex- 
haustive dispute over metaphysical universals. 

To be sure, knowledge through empirical intuition is only as- 
sertoric and is not apodictic like the rational knowledge of philos- 
ophy; but it is not for that reason any less certain or less secure 
than the latter, which, on the contrary, is originally obscure and 
hence lacks the obviousness that distinguishes empirical knowl- 
edge. F or it should be observed that the modal difference between 
assertoric and apodictic knowledge is not one of degree of cer- 
tainty but one of source. Objective validity pertains in the same 
wav to both sorts of knowledge, but their subjective relation to 
consciousness is different: the relation of the former is of immedi- 
ate obviousness; the relation of the latter, on the other hand, is 
mediated by reflection. 

It is precisely this original obscurity of their principles that 
makes all philosophical disciplines so extremely difficult; this 
complete absence of perspicuity and obviousness is the only 
reason why it is impossible by dogmatic means to assure universal 
recognition to a philosophical system. And for this reason criti- 
cism is reallv nothing but the suggestion that, instead of erecting 
philosophical abstractions systematically, it would be better to 
take a more circuitous road, which is illuminated by the evidence 
of concrete intuition and, though it requires more time and effort, 
leads all the more surely and unerringly to the goal. 
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The Logical Fortn of Deduction and the Principle of the 
Self-Confidence of Reason as Critical Maxim 

1 8 . Nothing is more important for an understanding of deduc- 
tion than to differentiate it from every sort of proof. The critique 
of reason asks simply: What immediate knowledge does our 
reason possess? Just to ask this question, reason must have self- 
confidence in the truth of its immediate knowdedge as the major 
premise of all deduction. Thus, although criticism deduces meta- 
physical principles from a theory of reason which itself can be 
attained through inner experience, i.e., only inductively, never- 
theless the validity of the metaphysical principles is not grounded 
on experience or induction. For metaphysical principles are not 
proved by the theorx^ of reason but are simply made manifest as 
such; and in this process the affirmation of their quid juris does 
not rest on the inductions of inner experience, which are used as 
the grounds of deduction, but on the self-confidence of reason. 
This self-confidence of reason is the universal principle that 
transforms the psychological conclusions of the theory of rea- 
son into critical deductions, i.e., that permits us to find in inner 
experience a guide to the systematic establishment of philosophy. 
The immediacy of knowledge, its origin in pure reason (in con- 
trast to the derived knowledge of reflection, which is subject to 
arbitrariness and consequently to error) , is the mediating concept 
of the whole critical train of thought so far as its logical form is 
concerned. It is precisely the psychological theory of reason 
hich serves us as proof of the reality of this mediatino’ concept. 
Perhaps the follo’^ving observations will help clarify the highly 
mgemous logical structure of deduction we have just outlined. 
Hffiereas we start by makmg the task of deduction the verifica- 
tion of prmciples, which are tmprovable truths, y^e noy^ discover 
that deduction actuaUy contains a proof. This result will no 
longer seem paradoxical when we recall (cf. sec. 8, above) that 
crmque IS not concerned with the proof of a metaphysical prin- 
ciple which IS impossible, but with the proof that a proportion 
IS reaUy a metaphysical principle. In other words, critique proyes 

metaphysical proposition enunciates is immediate kLwlpdrrP 
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from pure reason. The proof of this psychological theorem is the 
deduction of that metaphysical principle. 

F or example, critique proves the proposition; The principle of 
causality arises from the connection of the mathematical scheme 
(Schema) of change with the category of hypothetical synthesis 
in immediate knowledge. It does not prove the principle of cau- 
sality itself. This principle is metaphysical; the proposition that 
critique proves is psychological. Arid this proof is drawn from a 
theory of reason gained through inner experience. Thus, critique, 
like every empirical discipline, presupposes among its premises 
metaphysical principles as preconditions of its possibility. How- 
ever, it does so, not in order to prove them, since that is obviously 
circular reasoning, but in order to deduce them, i.e., to prove 
their source in pure reason. Thus, the law of causality is already 
presupposed among the bases of its above-mentioned deduction. 

But how can the mere psychological ascenainment of the 
source of a metaphysical proposition become a verification of it? 
Only through reference to the fact of the self-confidence of rea- 
son. On the reference to this fact rests, in the last analysis, the pos- 
sibility of deduction as a validation of a priori principles on the 
grounds of their possibility. The enunciation of this fact is thus 
the highest principle of critique; it is nothing more or less than the 
enunciation of the fundamental fact of cognition itself. 

The principle of the self-confidence of reason deserves to be 
called a critical (or transcendental) principle only in so far as 
we understand under the term a proposition that, without itself 
being metaphysical, provides us with a criterion of the legitimacy 
of metaphysical propositions. For it entails the legitimation of all 
propositions that can demonstrate their origin in pure reason and 
hence can establish themselves as metaphysical principles. It is 
not able, however, to adjudicate which propositions arise from 
pure reason; it serves therefore only as major premise in the logi- 
cal structure of deduction. We must assure ourselves of the minor 
premises in another way. This other way is the theory of reason 
or to use a different terminolog>', the theory of “transcendental 
faculties of mind,” by which Kant designates those hculues 
which contain the ground of the possibility of a priori principles. 

Any allegedly critical maxim, other than the prmciple of the 
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self-confidence of reason, is either too narrow, in that it arbitrar- 
ily restricts our metaphysical capacities, or too broad, in that it 
improperly inflates the pretensions of metaphysics. 

An example will make this clearer. Kant still lacked such a uni- 
fying critical maxim; hence the lack of structure in his doctrine. 
He was not yet aware of the immediate knowledge of pure rea- 
son and contemplated metaphysical knowledge solely from the 
point of view of reflection. Thus, he could accord the meta- 
physical in our knowledge no immediate validity but only a de- 
rived validity, in so far as it could be logically connected with 
sensory intuition. Hence, his principle of the possibility of ex- 
perience allowed hirn, to be sure, a justiflcation of the categories 
as the logical preconditions of the possibility of experience, but 
this principle proved too narrow for the verification of the specu- 
lative ideas. He was thus obliged to call their objective validity a 
transcendental illusion,” though, as transcendental ideas, they 
have the ground of their possibility in reason. But since, on the 
other hand, he found them to be the preconditions of the possibil- 
ity of morality, he had to introduce, in order to warrant their 
practical use, a new and critically unjustified principle, the prin- 
ciple of the prmacy of practical reason. Thus, Kant’s too narrow 
formulation of the critical principle mentioned above led to the 
imcritical restriction of our speculative capacities in the field of 

theory and consequently to a critically irreconcilable cleavage 
between speculative and practical reason. ^ 


Reflection and Reason, Error and Irrationality 
the froblem of Universal Validity 

'’’f "" '>’« w cannot be con- 

fident about even the most skillful proof or the most convincing 

onclusion m our scientific systems so long as we have not as^ 

ons. We therefore mistrust every judgment until its verification 
has been carried to its deepest roots. Every judgment is for us 

"a^^^whicTt '“t- originTn’the%rntaLl ; o 

highest court of aU truth. invuln^rahlZ. . ” 
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we do not yet know what the genuine statement of its truth is — 
even though, indeed, it is just this that we are seeking. For what 
are we to trust, where are we to find the ground of our certainty 
— even if only in order to doubt — if not in reason? For it is 
through confidence in reason alone that we are able to think, and 
therefore also to doubt. 

Philosophy is a science; ergo, it consists of thinking; ergo, it is 
itself possible only on the basis of confidence in reason. He who 
reproaches philosophy for this is simply confusing error and ir- 
rationahty. Philosophy is as little able as any other science to 
create knowledge from nothing, to create truth where there 
is yet no truth on which to stand. Rather, in so far as it is not 
magic but science, it presupposes a properly organized faculty of 
reason for everyone who wishes to participate in it. Its task is 
simply to guide reflection to an infalhble articulation of reason 
and not to submit reason itself to an examination of its fitness. He 
who does not trust his reason and would like to have its reliability 
certified for him should engage the services of a psychiatrist and 
leave the philosophers alone. 

By discriminating between reflection (understanding) and im- 
mediate knowledge (reason) , we dispose of an old but still recur- 
rent suspicion, namely, that our method destroys the universal 
validity of the metaphysical principles since it is an unfounded 
hypothesis that what I find in my mind must be found in the 
minds of everyone else. It is rather surprising that those who raise 
this objection most persistently are precisely those who, in their 
next breath, demand that philosophy shall be established inde- 
pendently of all empiricism and psychology. For what is this as- 
sumed h)^othesis if not a psychological proposition which 
simply has nothing at all to do with metaphysics? Are we not 
permitted, in our search for the metaphysical principles, to dis- 
regard ethnologic considerations of the mental structure of our 
fellow men? He whose confidence in his own reason does not as- 
sure him of the objective validity of his knowledge will hardly 
be persuaded of it bv finding out how other people’s reason is 
organized. But he who has this confidence in his reason and who 
is interested in philosophy as a science will be satisfied to acquamt 
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himself thoroughly with his reason, for precisely there will he 
find philosophical truth. 

The question whether or not all human minds are similarly 
organized is not as philosophically important as it is credited with 
being. What we can come to know empirically in other people is 
always only their understanding. Understanding (reflection) 
can err— others as well as my own; and since a majority vote does 
not decide truth and error, we shall have to determine philosoph- 
ical truth by some method other than the statistical. But even if 
the above-mentioned question referred not to the understanding 
but to reason, it would still not be as important as is supposed. 
Rather, it would then become trivial, an insignificant analytic 
judgment. For since all the mind’s knowledge is purely inner 
knowledge, it is only by analogy with my own mind that I can 
inter the existence and structure of the minds of others. And if I 
decide that the reason of others is organized like mine, this is 
neither deep speculative wisdom nor a psychological hypothesis 
but the concept of man, more specifically, the only (psychologi- 
cal) concept of man I can form, viz., the concept of all the think- 
ing beings whose reason is organized as mine is; for it is only be- 
cause of my own mind that I conceive the existence of the minds 
of others otherwise I should have no idea of them at all. 

But if this IS so, then our method of deducing from our own 

ZTu f only method 

^ ‘iemonstrates that everyone pre- 

supposes precBely these philowphical principles 

suppose them, and cm presuppose only th4 ^ 


everyone pre 
■must pre- 


reflectioTaS?s“ma™^^^^^ 

spending logical differentiation hetu-een proof ’and Jed 
is still in earnest about mackin? 

forth the proof, based on experience,'that 
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the deduced system of reason. But resistance to this method is 
merely the pastime of those who fear that once again philosophy 
as a clear discipline may put an end to the free play of their own 
speculative wisdom. They do not stop to consider that he who 
rebels against the sovereignty of reason thereby reduces himself 
to the mental stature of an iiot. 

Criticism not a System of Philosophy but a Method of 

Philosophizing 

2 o. Thus, criticism is the concept of a method and not of a phil- 
osophical system. Whoever adheres to this method is a criticist, 
no matter what conclusions he may reach with it; and whoever 
does not adhere to it and wants to establish philosophical knowl- 
edge as true through an ob j ective verification, be it proof or com- 
parison with the objects, is a dogmatist — even though he is in- 
duced by his ultimate realization of the futility of his undertaking 
to ascribe this futility to philosophical knowledge itself; and this 
is the whole game of skepticism. Therefore, skepticism, in so far 
as it preaches not the critical deferring of judgment but the im- 
possibility of judgment, is also dogmatism. 

This warning to think of criticism not in terms of results but 
in terms of method can help dispel many misunderstandings. 
Thus, for instance, it has often been thought that criticism, be- 
cause it does not seek the truth through a comparison with the 
objects, denies their existence, and that criticism is synonymous 
with idealism and thus the antithesis of materialism. The fact is 
that criticism is neither idealism nor materialism because it is not 
a Weltanschauung at all, but a method. 


Application of Criticism to Logic ,and Mathematics 
(Critical Logic and Critical Mathematics) 

2 1 . Although we have explained the necessity of this method 
only for metaphysics, we have nevertheless proved its possibility 
from certain unique characteristics of rational science as such, 
and it can easily be seen that its results must be just as appli- 
cable to the analytic principles of logic as to the synthetic a priori 
judgments of metaphysics. (The task of the critique of the prin- 
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ciples of logic herewith postulated has hitherto, as a result of the 
confusion of deduction with proof, been mistaken by almost all 
logicians in that either they have attempted to make logic as a 
whole a psychological discipline or, in order to escape this dan- 
ger, they have tried to proceed strictly dogmatically and have 
declared a special elaboration of psychological criticism to be 
superfluous. In practice this has most often meant that they have 
intermixed scattered fragments of psychological criticism in the 

system of philosophical logic without recognizing their psycho- 
logical nature.) 

Further, since the field of synthetic a priori judgments em- 
braces not only metaphysics but pure mathematics as well, it 
follows that the field of the deducible in our knowledge does not 
end with philosophy. Critical deduction of the axioms of mathe- 
matics in their entirety must also be possible, quite aside from 
verification by demonstration, which is at once clear and conse- 
quently satisfies by itself the needs of the mathematician. This 
apphcation of criticism to the axiom systems of mathematics con- 
stitutes a separate scientific discipline: the philosophy of mathe- 
matics or, to use a better designation, critical mathematics* 


IV. THE RELATION OF CRITIQUE TO SYSTEM; THE 

PREJUDICE OF THE TRANSCENDENTAL 

Interdependence of Induction and Criticism 

22. Criticism, in the sense in which it is here presented was 
first called for and pracuced with complete precision by Fries- 

Greek phjosophy. Socrates insisted that the rules of tmh be 
sought in the mmmen laws of one’s own reason, as a rebinder 

and to those who denied such rules any validity at all Rm- 1 

recently has this method been successfully introduced thus nro^ 
vidmg philosophy with a solid scientific foundation^ and Z 
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has happened as a result of the discovery of empirical methods in 
natoal science. Induction, too, searches for the universal 
which It attempts to derive from observed particulars, but it does 
so only on the basis of the preassumption of something even more 
universal: the highest laws of nature, in which all experience is 
grounded; and these laws, as the ultimate major premises of all 
conclusions, can be derived neither inductively nor by any proc- 
ess of proof. Accordingly, as soon as the empirical method was 
carried out with clarity, the question of these ultimate leading 
principles of all inductions was bound to arise, and speculation 
-lad to lead back to the general question of the necessary truths 
in these unwritten laws. In other words, induction demands spec- 
ulation even in order to be possible. The problems this fact pre- 
sents were solved by Kant in his critique of reason. 

Objections to the Critical Procedure 

2 3 . Kant s method of having a critique of reason precede the 
metaphysical system very early met with many objections based 
in part on the fact that Kant himself was not entirely clear about 
the relation of critique to metaphysics as he still confounded de- 
duction and proof. Thus, Herbart imagined that he had refuted 
Kant with his question whether it is easier to know reason than to 
know other things. This depends on what one means by “other 
things.” If one means, as Kant does, the objects of metaphysics, 
then, of course, it is easier to know reason, because knowing rea- 
son is a matter of inner observation whereas the “other things” 
are a matter of abstract thinking. Thus, Hegel raised the objec- 
tion, often repeated, that critique is an attempt to swim before 
one is in the water. To be sure, I shall be obliged to apply to inner 
experience, too, certain principles that I must still deduce; but 
deduction is not proof, and what would be circular reasoning for 
proof is not necessarily circular reasoning for deduction. 

Confusion of Deduction imth Proof 

24. If one holds critical deduction to be a sort of proof, i.e., if 
one holds the relation of critique to the philosophical system to be 
a relation of logical ground to its consequence, then one reaches, 
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because of the contradiction implicit in this assumption, two anti- 
thetical opinions dependuig on whether one draws a conclusion 

from the consequence to the ground or vice versa, ^ to wit, either 
one can conclude: 

Philosophy is a rational science. A rational science can, how- 
ever, not be derived from empirical grounds. Therefore, critique 
cannot be empirical-psychological, but only rational. 

Or one concludes: 

Critique is a science from inner experience, i.e, empirical psy- 
chology But only empirical-psychological consequences can be 
derived from empirical-psychological grounds. Therefore, there 
IS no such thmg as philosophy as a rational science but only phil- 
osophy as empirical psychology. ^ ^ 

The first is the point of view of the adherents of [Fichte’s! 

theory of science” {Wissenschaftslehre), the second, the point 
of view of the adherents of psychologism. But the opposing points 

of view are based on the assumption-consciouSy or uLon- 

sciously held by both-that the relation of critique to the phil- 

quence. This logical prejudice leads necessarily to the confusion 
of the ps>xhological principles of critique with the ultimate phil- 
abl^BT f-tions inevitable and 


-- ^,.g.uiion icseu. ' This is a logical Drnr.nc,v,v,.^ -- oe nomologous 
the criaque of reason. Its proof is Jsenti^v^as imponant for 

|s ^ways Itself a cognition, either i^edS^ ^r SveJ ^ 

syllogis!^ Tw ? T pro^sition 
prenmes. But if the ground is an immediate co^ v'* contamed^ the 

prmciple of identity. ^ ^ ^ the proposition follows from the 
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The Prejudice of the Transcendental 

2 5* Kant himself could not find his way to an exact determi- 
nation of this relation, nor could he clearly establish the logical 
quality of his “transcendental” knowledge, no matter how 
masterfully he was able to employ it m practice. The vagueness 
lies in his concept of transcendental philosophy. The ambiguity 
of this term induced all those who, without methodological train- 
ing, took over the new residts to revive the dogmatism that had 
scarcely been laid to rest and to return, depending on their pre- 
dilections, either to Leibniz’ logical dogmatism or to the induc- 
tive prejudices of the English philosophers — thus transforming 
philosophy into either logic or empiricism and so condemninof it 
to death. ' 

This can be ver)^ well demonstrated historically. Kant used the 
term “transcendental” to denote the investigation of the grounds 
of possibility^ of synthetic a priori judgments. A priori knowledge 
is therefore the object of transcendental investigation, which 
forms the content of critique. We apprehend knowledge in no 
other way but through inner experience. The transcendental 
knowledge of critique is therefore obviously knowledge from 
inner experience. Although transcendental critique has a priori 
knowledge as its object, it is itself nevertheless an empirical 
science. N^ow, he who does not discriminate sharply enough be- 
tween the content and the object of transcendental critique and 
w ho confuses transcendental knowledge (the content of cri- 
tique) with philosophical knowledge (the object of critique) will 
easily overlook the disparity between the twm, wdll not recognize 
the psychological nature of the former, and w'ill hold it to be phil- 
osophical, i.e., a sort of a priori knowledge.® 

Rcinhold, in search of the system of transcendental philosophy 
that was lacking in Kant, allowed himself to be seduced by this 
misunderstanding of the transcendental into attempting to treat 
philosophy as a “theory of the faculty of perception.” Fichte 
seized on this lamentable notion and was led by it in his “theory 
of science” to the “ego as the principle of philosophy,” whereas 

6. Cf. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, p. 96. 
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Schulze, Beneke, and others developed from it the antithetical 
psychological consequences. Since then this confusion of psycho- 
logical and philosophical principles has dominated the history of 
philosophy; even today it is the fundamental error committed by 

edae phantom of a pure “theory of knowl- 

Fries pointed out long ago that this confusion of psychological 
and philosophical principles, inherent in the concept of the tran- 
scendental, which he called the prejudice of the transcendental 
was the basic error of aU post-Kantian dogmatism and corrected 

ducri^r^^ elucidatmg the difference between proof and de- 
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Metaphysical 
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Breakdown of “Neo-Kantianism'^ on the Tran- 

scendental Prejudice 

27. This same prejudice prevents the so-called neo-Kantian 
school from getting back to pure criticism. One neo-Kantian 
states: “If one could describe transcendental deduction as an in- 
vestigation that belongs’ to psychology, then the metaphysical 
discipline as a whole would disappear in the psychological.” ’’ 
This is true only for him who regards transcendental deduction 
as a proof, but this contradicts the concept of deduction as the 
verification of basic principles. Thus, even today it is the preju- 
dice of the transcendental that stands in the way of the correct 
understanding and healthy continuation of critical philosophy. 

And, indeed, we read in the same work: “If the investigation 
of the mode of knowledge is called transcendental in so far as the 
latter is a priori possible, the a priori itself is thereby declared pos- 
sible only in that it is apprehended in transcendental knowledge. 
And this is actually the case.” * Here we find the clearest sort of 
statement of the confusion of the psychological grounds of cri- 
tique with the logical grounds of the system: the transcendental 
investigation of the ground of possibility of a priori cognitions is 
itself designated as the ground of their possibility. In that case 
certainly transcendental investigation could not be regarded as a 
psychological investigation, for by what logical means could one 
succeed in deriving a priori cognitions from empirical grounds? 
So then, if transcendental investigation cannot be empirical, it 
must be a priori knowledge. But how can it be a priori knowl- 
edge if it is first to make a priori knowledge possible? 

Once this demand for a transcendental knowledge that is first 
to make a priori knowledge possible has been postulated, one 
must hit on the idea of a science that stands logically above the 
principles and first derives them from an “ultimate principle” — 
a science that, to be sure, could not be empirical psychology un- 
less one wishes again to find the origins of philosophy in experi- 
ence. Thus, we find ourselves once more committed to the hope- 
less task of deriving metaphysics fro?n mere logic, that is, we have 

7. H. Cohen, Kants Theorie der Erfahrung (2d ed. Berlin, 1885), p. 294. 

8. I hid., p. 1 34. 
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reached Fichtes idea of “theory of science.” But others have 
marked this trend better than Cohen; and nowadays we hear as 
a Kquel to the recent lively battle cty, “Back to Kant! ” the new, 
orwMd to Fichte That, at least, is consistent; and the sooner 
weget backagm to Hegel in this familiar rontine, the sooner this 
faire phdosophical sttucture will again destroy itself. 

0 be S^e, die seeds of this misunderstanding of the transcen- 

planted by Kant himrelf. This defect remained without serious 
consequences m the background of Kant’s investigations- but 

really the underlying cause of the fact that those who try to nl 
reaed this error, to the old fallacies, and this is why the entire 

cism will remain merely a prejudice, criti- 
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conditioned by the source of the knowledge contained in its 
judgments. This source of the knowledge contained in the judg- 
ments of a science I call the constitutive principle of the science. 
Accordingly, it is possible to make a science of any branch of 

learning only if we achieve insight mto the constitutive principle 
of the science. 


Thus, mathematics gives credit for the justly famous rigor of 
its scientific development to the early recognition that its con- 
cepts can be constructed in pure intuition; for it is the nature of 
just this constitutive principle that alone makes possible the strict 
application of the do^atic method of progressive proof. Thus, 
also, the successful scientific development of modern natural sci- 
ence rests on the realization that it must find its constitutive prin- 
ciple in observation. This realization permitted the introduction 
of the inductive method of regressive proof. And, on the other 
hand, the hitherto very unhappy fate of metaphysics is solely the 
result of the fact that there is as yet no unanimity regarding its 
constitutive principle — that, indeed, the question of its constitu- 
tive principle has not even received general attention.^ 


9. Any general rule, in so far as the development of a science depends on it, can 
be called a principle. There are therefore just as many kinds of principles as there 
are kinds of dependence of the development of a science on general rules. Accord- 
ingly, we must discriminate primarily between three kinds of principles. The de- 
velopment of a science depends (i) on the immediate knowledge that is reiterated 
in the judgments of the science and that constitutes the criterion of the validity of 
the basic judgments of this science — from this we derive the concept of the consti- 
tutive principle of the science; (2) on the universal rule according to which its 
systematic development takes place — from this we derive the concept of the me- 
thodic principle of the science; (3) on the universal basic premises jrom which its 
system is evolved by logical inferences. These last universal premises of a science 
have thus also a right to the name of principle; and one might call this principle, to 
distinguish it from the constitutive and the methodic principle, the logical principle 
of the science — although it must be kept in mind that in this case the adjective 
“logical” denotes only how the development of the science depends on the prin- 
ciple; it does not designate the son of knowledge to which the principle itself 

belongs. 

Thus, this classification of principles must carefully be kept separate from the 
differentiation between principles according to the lands of knowledge to which 
they belong. From the latter point of view only the principles of logic can be called 
logical principles, whereas in the other meaning of the word the basic principles of 
metaphysics, mathematics, and logic are the logical principles of these sciences. 
Common usage generally employs the word “principle” to designate the sort of 
knowledge; for this reason we inquired above as to the correct verification of the 
“metaphysical principles” and accordingly discriminated between “psychological” 

and “metaphysical” principles. .,.1 . ^ u • 

Let me remark further, in order to prevent a possible misunderstanding, that m 
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The Constitutive Prmciple of Metaphysics 

29. However, that there must be in our knowledge a special 
constitutive principle of metaphysics is proved by the undeniable 
fact of metaphysical judgments^® Consequently, it must also be 
possible to determine this principle from the unique characteris- 
tics of the judgments that arise from it. And it must be possible 
to ascertain the desked methodic principle from the character of 
the constitutive principle that is thus determined. 

THs is, in fact, the path we pursued in our investigations above 
and followed to our goal. W e established at the very beginning 
(sec. 2. above) that metaphysics is precarious and uncertain, not 
as^^e fund of knowledge contained in it but only as to the 

of the immediate knowledge of reason to the deriv^H the relation 

c'S"'‘5 ~ 

Mayer and Helmholtz were led by the princiole of rhp r ^ P Robert 

th. fcoveo. 0/ the „^h.n/cl .ySX "! 

the constitutive principles (or, in the terminology of rXsiSS'lhe' m”"™ 
premises) of the mechanical theory of heat. pnysicists, the major 

of die aperrion that thSs' no sucirtWng*^^ mJaphysts St ?his“'’'‘’" 

Kience is founded on Ltaphysical prealumptions-Tndefd f empirical 

possibility of cLfepfLirS^^deTm ^^e logical 

there is no science at aU or there is also metaphysics. ^ ^ either 

Ror example, Ostwald (^nnn/en der Ar«iarpfo7orop/iiV I ^ \ 
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cism, since there is then at least ow apodictic pto”iSor empiri- 
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problem of isolating this knowledge that is scattered about in the 
various fields of thought and of reducing it to a scientific form. 
In order to find the method for solving this problem, we under- 
took an investigation of the constitutive principle of the meta- 
physical judgments. We found this constitutive principle in the 
immediate knowledge of pure reason; and the unique nature of 
the latter led us finally to the theory of deduction as the correct 
methodic principle of metaphysics. Since the immediate knowl- 
edge of pure reason, as nonintuitive knowledge, cannot be com- 
pared directly with the judgments that arise from it, we had to 
find a way to effect this comparison indirectly. This proved to be 
possible only if we subjected the fact of the existence of the cog- 
nitions of the immediate knowledge of pure reason itself to sci- 
entific scrutiny in order to deduce the judgments in question by 
establishing their ground in immediate knowledge. Now, since 
we apprehend the factual content of cognitions only through 
inner experience, deduction showed itself to be a task of psy- 
cholog}\ Consequently, the methodic principle of metaphysics 
leads to the task of deducing its judgments by estabhshing their 
source in the immediate knowledge of pure reason through a 
theory of reason. 

It is at once apparent that the heart of our methodological find- 
ings is our determination of the constitutive principle of meta- 
physics. Now, this determination may seem simple and obvious 
once we have correctly formulated the inquiry into this princi- 
ple; but the history of philosophy teaches us how diverse are the 
misconstructions and confusions to which this principle is ex- 
posed. Every methodological error in the realm of metaphysics, 
and consequentlv the miscarriage of every previous attempt to 
elevate metaphysics to the rank of science, can be traced back to 
the misapprehension of its constitutive principle. So far we have 
dealt only with the consequences of this misapprehension; now 
we shall pursue back to its source the methodological dispute 
with which we were last concerned and shall inquire into how 
the possible ways of arbitrating it depend on the correct or in- 
correct determination of the constitutive principle of metaphys- 
ics. 
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Prejudice of Logical Dogmatmn 

30. So far we have met the prejudice that logical dogmatism 

cherishes in favor of the omnipotence of proof by pointing out 

the contradiction that is contained in it. But this contradiction is 

so patent that the question arises: What motive can be so deeply 

rooted that it is able to assert unlimited sway despite the obvious 

contradiction to which it leads? We must go still further and 

search out the ground of this prejudice in order to cut at the very 
root of it. ^ 


Now, this ground lies in nothing more or less than the fallacy 
we have uncritically taken over from an age of scanty scientific 
development and have enthroned as dogma, namely, that all im- 
mediate knowledge is intuition and that all that is not intuitive 
m oim Imowledge belongs to the derived knowledge of reflection 
For if all immediate knowledge is intuitive, then obviously meta- 
physical knowledge, since it is not intuitive, must have its ground 
in reflection; that is to say, it rests on proof. 


Consciousness and Knowledge; Psychology of 
Association and Theory of Knowledge 

1-^ ^ that knowledge of which we are conscious im- 

f somev^hat paradLical 

but the u^ediacy that is the essence of the concept of intuition 
K not the immediacy of knowledge but the immediacy of the con- 

ishes as soon as we distmguish between immediate cLsciousness 

is know edge. What is most confusing in this matter 

is the foUowmg: mtmove knowledge obviously appears earner in 

mmm 
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development of consciousness. The significance of the difference 
between these two questions has been stubbornly misunderstood 
by psychologists up to the present day. The neglect of this ele- 
mentary difference is perhaps the one mistake that has prevented 
a general understanding of the psychological foundations of criti- 
cism; and it is because of it that the constitutive principle of meta- 
physics and even of logic is still so vigorously disputed. 

To be sure, an examination of these matters belongs entirely in 
the field of psychology, but our logical purpose makes it impossi- 
ble for us — the state of this science being what it is today — to 
avoid it. Modern trends in logic, disunited and multifarious as 
they are, nevenheless have this in common, that they know of no 


other means of verifying judgments than demonstration and 
proof; and in the same way it would seem to be a generally ac- 
cepted psychological fact that we possess no other immediate 
knowledge than intuition. Thus, to almost all the modern investi- 
gators in psychology it is axiomatic that the task of psychology is 
to explain all our knowledge solely by the senses and by associa- 
tion.* What does not fall within the boundaries of the genetic 
point of view is regarded as not pertaining to psychology at all 
and is relegated to another — ostensibly nonpsychological — dis- 
cipline, the so-called theory of knoivledge. It goes without say- 
ing that such treatment of psychology affords philosophy little 
enlightenment, and he who nevertheless hopes that it will must 
finally come to doubt the possibility of all philosophical knowl- 
edge. 


Incompleteness of the Disfunction of Intuition 

and Thinking 

3 2 . In view of this, our task must be to show that if psychol- 
ogy is not to evade, but to deal competently with the facts of 
inner experience, the question as to the ground of possibility of 
metaphysical judgments (i.e., our old question regarding a 
unique source of the metaphysical in our knowledge, which is 
neither intuitive nor logical) becomes unavoidably a psycho- 
logical problem. We must furthermore show that only by a 
thorough empirical-psychological treatment of this problem can 

* This refers to the state of psychology at the beginning of the twenderfi century. 
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the ever recurrent fallacies be avoided that hitherto have made 
clear and consistent scientific work in the field of metaphysics 
impossible. 

Accordingly, we assert that, unless we admit the jact of a 

nonintuitive immediate knowledge, not only will all paths be 

closed to a psychological explanation of the facts of cognition 

but any agreement in matters of metaphysics will be forever 

hopeless. Indeed, we assert further — little as we are permitted to 

hope that our efforts will bring about a lasting contribution to the 

development of metaphysics — that the general acceptance of 

this psychological discovery will alone be sufficient to overcome 

philosophical anarchy and to arbitrate once and for all the quar- 
rels of the various schools. 

It can easily be demonstrated that almost every original specu- 
lative thinker in the history of philosophy was more or less 
clearly on the track of this discovery but was prevented from fol- 
lowing It up by the dogmatic prejudice that dominated his age. 
Plato s divine intuition of the ideas,” Aristotle’s ‘ Vov?”- in mod- 
em philosophy, Jacobi’s “revelation,” Kant’s “transcendental 
apperception, Reinhold’s “immediate consciousness ” Fichte’s 
ep,’’ Schelling’s “intellectual intuition,” and so on to 
Windelband s normal consciousness” and Rickert’s “moral im- 
perative as transcendental minimum”— all these are simply more 

or ess clumsy attempts to effect a transition from mere reflection 
to the immediate knowledge of pure reason. 


Consequences of This Psychological Fallacy 

immediate knowledge has 
hitherto been so generally misunderstood, the search fof it has 

nevertheless been the guiding motive and main purpose of all en- 

tlX to o rt*^ f ^ 

Wiu sumce to orient us m this matter. 

edgeKurl recognize the immediate knowl- 
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forms of definition and proof. Such a point of view can do justice 
to pure mathematics and empirical knowledge but not to the 
metaphysical in our knowledge. Hence, the ever recurrent dis- 
putes in all those fields in which metaphysics plays a part: the 
dispute over the principles of theoretical physics, over the basis of 
ethics and politics, and over the establishment of religious ideas; 
hence, the fact that metaphysics, in unhappy contrast to the high 
development of our mathematical and empirical sciences, has re- 
mained a battlefield of hypotheses. Thus, the previously un- 
covered prejudice is seen to be the sole ground of all dogmatism 
and hence, likewise, of all skepticism in philosophy. The reason 
is this: the dogmatic method of proof was pursued whenever a 
verification of metaphysical truths was attempted. But the reali- 
zation that, where intuition is the only immeiate knowledge at 
hand, no procedure of proof can achieve cognitions that extend 
beyond intuition — in other words, the realization that the vacu- 
ity and mediacy of reflection make it impossible to create meta- 
physics from mere logic — this realization of the merely analytic 
nature of reflection necessarily conduced to the denial of the 
possibility of all metaphysical knoM'ledge and thus to empiricism. 
Those who wished nevertheless to assert a metaphysical cogni- 
tion, without entrusting themselves to the methods of reflection, 
had to take refuge in the mystical fiction of a nonsensory and in- 
tellectual intuition. Thus, this prejudice led unavoidably to the 
dispute between the followers of Plato and the followers of Aris- 
totle, which has dominated the entire history of philosophy.^^ 

II. Kant once asked the question: “Would it be possible to draw a priori a dia- 
gram of the history of philosophy, with which the eras of the various theories that 
philosophers have held (on the basis of the available data) would correspond as 
though they had had this very diagram before them and had proceeded in the 
knowledge of it?” And he answers: “Yes, if the idea of a metaphysics inevitably 
occurs to human reason, and if human reason feels the need to develop it; but such 
a science reposes entirely in the spirit, although embryonically sketched out. . . . 
The history of philosophy is not the history of the theories that crop up fortuitoi^y 

here and there but the history of reason as it develops from concepts A phflo- 

sophical history of philosophy is neither historical nor empirical but rauonal, i.e., 
a priori, possible. For although it presents rational facts, it does not derive them 
from the chronicle of history; it extracts them as a philosophical archeology from 
the nature of human reason.” (Lose Blatter aus Kmts Nachlass, Zweites Heft 

its value by making it ^immediately possible for 

us to draw the diagram of this “philosophical archeology.” 

Scientific interest in the history of philosophy is directed 
in the development of methods, not toward the results of mdividual philosophers 
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Origin of the Dispute between Plato and Aristotle 

34 . The basic fallacy of all previoys dogmatic logic — the 
prejudice that all judgments are either demonstrable or provable 
— ^rests, therefore, on an insufficient knowledge of the facts of 
knowing. We took over this prejudice of traditional logic from 
the Greeks. Their lack of knowledge is to be explained by the in- 
adequate development of their natural science. Greek spiritual 
life moved only in the sphere of intuition and the esthetically 
beautiful; theoretical natural science was alien to it. The merely 
ethical motives that moved Socrates to his endorsement of “un- 
written laws in which Plato recognized an dwiroderov (the 
unprovable) that was different from ttktti? (experience) and 
Biavoia (mathematics) and the ground for vffiich he sought in 
intellectual intuition (though it is lost at birth)— these merely 
ethical motives were not strong enough to prevent Aristotle’s sci- 
entific mind from rejecting Socrates’ discovery because of its 
foundation in myth. 

The mystical in the Platonic conception, on the one hand, and 
the obviousness of sensory intuition, on the other, necessarily 
gave the Anstotelians a superiority in science. But as theoretical 
science developed si^ciently, even superficial self-observation 
had to lead back to the recogmtion of the indisputable reality of 

metaphysical preassumptions and thus to revive the question of 

the groimd of their possibility. ^ 

This IS borne out by the development of modem philosophy. 

The Humean Problem 

35- If we assume the fallacious psychological disjunction that 
aUJ^ledge rests either on intuition or on reflection, the reality 


on the SS^foUovS! ^ f dependent 

™nr jccording to which it is constnicred mirantS^oo^! point of 

hand, that in all its suLvisioS k is bdeSenS^ d 

wnc^y conditioned or arbitrarily assumed Tims, it 2 d 

by which we can peruse in the light nf nnnf^‘t.i ^ 11 ® secure prescript 

to mce Aem back to their origLSon “ “^er 

liberations t^t Mow °^ •’X reference to the de- 
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Dogmatic premise: 

All knowledge is either intuioon or reflection. 


Factual premise: 

We possess metaphysics. 


Factual premise. 

Our intuition is sensory. 


False consequence: N 

Therefore, metaphysics has its 
source in reflection. 
Consdeudve principle: reflection. 
Methodic principle: proof. 
(Logical dogmatism) 


Factual premise: 

Reflecdonal knowledge is derived. 


False consequence: 
Therefore, we possess 
intellectual intuition. 
Constitutive principle: 
intellectual mtuidon. 
Methodic principle: 
demonstradon. 
(Mysdeism) 


False consequence: 
Therefore, we possess 
no metaphysics. 
Consdeudve principle:— 
Methodic principle: unveriiiabl 
(Empiricism) 


Correct consequence; 
Metaphysics has its source in 
nonintuidve immediate knowledge. 
Consdtudve principle: immediate 
knowledge of pure reason. 
Methodic principle: deduction. 
(Cridcism) 
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£ — y j — Q ‘in View of the actually seri” 

sory nature of our intuition and the actually analytic nature of 
reflection— an inscrutable paradox. On the basis of that assump- 
tion the fact of metaphysical judgments is inexplicable; indeed, 
it is impossible. For, unless one is willing to deny either the sen- 
sory nature of our intuition or the merely analytic nature of re- 
flection, that assumption and the fact of metaphysical iuderments 
are simply irreconcilable. ^ ^ 

The paradoxical nature of this relation became a bone of con- 
tention between the rationalists and the empiricists. Rationalism 
correctly asserts that the necessary truths of metaphysics cannot 
e grounded on sensory intuition; but empiricism maintains with 
as much justification that they cannot possibly have their source 
m reflection, for reflection is in itself empty and without content 
and can only derive or prove consequences from given truths in 
obeience to the analytic laws of logic. This dilemma is the theme 
of Hime s skepticism. Hume mgenuously started from the same 
prejudice. He demonstrated that the principle of causality is al- 
ready ^supposed a priori whenever we conclude the effect 
from the cause or the cause from the effect and showed with 
great perspicuity by this example that apodictic knowledge 
cannot arise from the senses since, if it did, it would mt 
be apodictic But reflection, m its turn, can only deal with 
concepts analytically. In the matter of causality, however we 
reach beyond the concept in question and assert its necessarv 
connection with another concept, which is not contained in i 

^possible and, masmuch as the senses are the only souref of 

Thffi Hum ’’ ' k ^ 

the obje’etive vahty^“S^^^^ 
only against its source i e aS rhl^ K 
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Kant himself 
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mate but also on an unavoidable psychological problem, it fol- 
lows that It can be resolved only by an appeal to psychology. 

Refutation of Empiricism 

36. Now, without attacking the basic prejudice with suffi- 
cient precision, Kant refuted Hume’s result de facto by the ex- 
^ple of mathematics. The mathematical judgments are, as 
Hume saw, apodictic; but, as he failed to see, they are also syn- 
thetic. Therefore, there exists apodictic synthesis.^® 

The possibility of synthetic a priori judgments is, then, proved 

by fact. Hence, there can remain only the question how they are 
possible. ^ 

Hume himself, when he denied universal validity to the pre- 
supposition of causality by finding its origin in the habitual ex- 
3 ectancy for similar cases, became entangled in contradictions of 
lis own clear demonstration that causahty is the presupposition 
for every explanation: in attempting to explain causahty by habit 
he makes habit its cause and thus has already presupposed the 
vahdity of the law of causality. 

But, aside from this contradiction, this explanation — still pop- 
ular in psychology — is also psychologically inadequate. The ex- 
pectancy for similar cases not only rests on association but itself 
presupposes for its possibhity (although it is originally obscure) 
the idea of a causal relation. Association can explain how a sen- 
sory impression can recall to mind a previous impression but 
it carniot explain the expectation that this impression will ac- 

Hume had never doubted; but whether that concept could be thought by reason 
a priori, and consequendy whether it possessed an inner truth, independent of all 
experience, implying a wider application than merely to the objects of experience. 
This was Hume’s problem. It was a quesdon concerning the originj not concerning 
the indispensable need of the concept. Were the former decided, the condidons of 
the use and the sphere of its valid applicarion would have been determined as a 
matter of course.*’ Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, edited in English by 
Paul Cams (Chicago, 1902), Incroducdon, p. 5. 

1 3 . This quesdon regarding the analjaic or synthetic nature of the mathemadcal 
judgments, which even today is sdll disputed by many philosophers, can be said 
to have been setded — if not by Kant himself, then by the cridcal invesdgadons of 
modem mathematics, which have proved conclusively the correctness of Kant’s 
discovery of the nonlogical origin of the mathematical axioms. Cf. the aboye- 
mendoned (p. 131, n. 4) study by G. Hessenbcrg as to this matter and for a dis- 
cussion of the question of the a priori. 
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tually occur again. Association can in itself explain only the con- 
nection between the apprehensions of objects, never the appre- 
hension of the connection between objects. 

An impartial observation of facts, which rigorously excludes 
overhasty attempts at explanation, clearly exposes Hume’s em- 
pirical result as fallacious. But the grotnid of his skepticism has 
not thereby been removed. On the contrary, this skepticism now 
asserts itself all the more insistently with the question: How can 
metaphysics be real if neither the senses nor reflection offer a 
ground of its possibility? This question is crucial to the interests 
both of MV metaphysics that lays claim to the title of science and 

of a valid empirical psychology that is not guilty of overhasty 
theorizing, ^ 

Kants Transcendental Proofs. Failure to Recognize 
the Mediacy and Emptiness of Reflection 

37. In his introduction to the Critique of Pure Reason and in 
the universal questions” of his Prolegomena Kant correctly gen- 
wahzed the H^ean problem and gave it its classic formulation. 
Neverthel^, his treatment of it strayed further and further from 
the psychological attitude toward this inquiry and slipped back 
gr^udly from empirical-psychological criticism into logical 
formahsm. Although he demonstrated negatively how inade- 

hTf T f reflection are for metaphysics by prov- 
g the mpossibihty of a logical cnterion of material troth he 

h^elf did not go beyond reflection and then too attempted 

scendental--with this result: as soon as one inquired into the 
prmciplw of these transcendental proofs, one^found oneself 
rown back again on mtuition. And thus it happened once 

lo/cll'’! W e^pTrt ce' 
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principles as the logical preconditions of its possibility, it would 
be circular reasoning to try to prove these principles to be “ulti- 
mate” by the principle of ‘the possibility of experience. The use 
and application of metaphysical principles in experience may 
therefore serve to ascertain them as facts in our knowledge but 
not to make them possible as such nor to prove their validity. 


Kant overestimated the independence of reflection. It is both 
logically and psychologically impossible that thinking can beget 
Its own synthetic principles. Just as a judgment cannot provide 
itself with its content, neither can it provide the rule by which 
this content is made a unity. The norm by which reflection must 
unify the content provided it by the senses, in order not just to 
think but rather to know, must originally be provided it by rea- 
son. Reflection, therefore, can afford us only a consciousness that 
repeats the unity and necessity of our knowledge; it cannot give 
us the knoudedge itself of this unity and necessity. But this origi- 
nal knowledge of reason, which is already preassumed by the 
derived knovdedge of reflection, is not intuition since it reaches 


our consciousness only indirectly, otily through reflection. There 
exists, therefore, an immediate knowledge of reason, which is in 
itself obscure and can only be illumined by reflection, and which 
is the ground of the fact that our judgments are apodictic; it is 
that hidden “a: on u hich understanding is founded” and which 
forms the ground of the possibility of synthetic a priori 
ments evolved through mere concepts. 



Thus, the primary basis of truth in our knowledge is missing 
in Kant. The ground of the possibility of experience lies in the 
metaphysical principles, and they in turn, according to Kant, 
should find their validity in the fact that they make experience 
possible. He w^as unable to find the immediate knowledge of pure 
reason and tried instead to have reflection guarantee its own 
truthfulness through the analytic relation between experience 
and its principles. He had found in the fact of experience a stout 
defense against skepticism; and he was able to restore to the a 
priori, by relating it to the actual experience, the reality that 
Hume had denied it in relation to things. In the same way he es- 
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tablished the truth of faith as the precondition of the reality of 
the moral imperative— the truth he denied faith as independent 
conviction. But, on the other hand, he was unable to find an ob- 
jective principle of the esthetic — at least not in reflection, which 
was the only place he looked for it. 

Such a presentation, however, is obviously only a makeshift 
protection against empiricism, which demands that all truths 
must be proved that cannot demonstrate their objects in experi- 
ence; and Kant did not advance beyond this demand. It is an al- 
together provisional standpoint, to be explained by his position 
vis-a-vis Hume, which is on the one hand polemic and on the 
Other hand quite dependent. He thereby showed only that the 
possibility of the fact of the actual experience and of the moral 

metaphysical principles, which 
he established m its entirety but without being able to follow 

through to the real ground of the possibility of its principles Ac- 

cordmg to him, these metaphysical principles are not innate ideas 

But what e se are they? He did not delve to the bottom of this 

’ r ^ beginning by 

conceived its psychological nature because Slld^ 


l’et'wee 7 i the Platonists 
n Aristotelians as a Consequence of This 

Error 

38. This lacuna perforce soon made itself felr Tr K u 
pomted out that the soinrinn of jji 
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edge IS intuition transformed the above essentially correct de- 
mand mto a spurious demand, namely, that we must abandon 
reflection as unsuitable to phflosophy and must attain philosophy 
through intuition, which, then, to be sure, could not be sensory 
intumon. But since v^e possess no such intellectual intuition, phi- 
losophers engaged in this undertaking were obliged to resort 
secretly to the logical forms of reflection: these forms were taken 
tor more than they are, and so it happened that imperceptibly the 
error of trying to squeeze metaphysical content out of empty 
ogical forms was again committed, and thus precisely the mis- 
take that had to be avoided was brought to its culmination. 

In the other camp, in contrast to this relapse into Platonism, 
Hume s prejudice, v'hich Kant had not overcome — or at least 
had refuted only by an argimentnm ad hommem— asserted itself 
as a matter of course. It was concluded, from the really sensory 
nature of our intuition and the really empty and derived nature 
of reflection, that metaphysical knowledge is impossible. Thus it 
happened that psycholog^'^ bogged down in Hume’s empiricism, 
disdained the evidence of facts, and held fast to the fundamental 
dogmatic prejudice. This hypothesis was changed into an axiom, 
and thus the fact of metaphysical knowledge, which had given 
rise to the Humean problem, was removed from the sphere of 
psycholo^'^ altogether. Because modern psychology closes its 
eyes to this fact, it has also lost sight of the most prominent task 
that its founder set it. 


Thus, this prejudice, common to both parties, led to a renewal 
of the dispute between the Platonists and the Aristotelians. 
Where scientific interest predominated, empiricism naturally 
triumphed over Platonism. He who today wishes to defend the 
rights of philosophy finds himself with no weapon save mere re- 
flection. The active principle of reflection, however, is the will 
In confounding the arbitrary nature of reflection with the spon- 
taneity of cognition, ohe is seduced into an endorsement of the 
'ii'ill as highest principle. Since the determining motives of the 
will are purposes, the attempt was made to verify the philosophi- 
cal principles teleologically, as means for achieving the purpose 
of science, or as “postulates of the striving for complete knowl- 
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edge.” But the question remains unanswerable “ whence reflec- 
tion, in itself empty, acquires this purpose, or — if the purpose be 

conceded to it— whence it acquires the means for its achieve- 
ment. 


The Critical Solution of the Humean Froblem 

39. The result that Hume derived from the presuppositions 
of Aristotelian logic is correct in that metaphysical judgments arc 
unpossible on the ground of these presuppositions. Now, instead 
of tr}^mg to prove them, as Kant does, we conclude differently; 
the reality of metaphysical judgments proves their possibility. 
Consequently, the presupposition of Aristotelian logic must L 
false. 1 here exists an immediate knowledge of a nonsensor y na- 


time 


- n v uidKc u\v> concession to natomsm 

we must join the i^istotelians in saying this against it: We do not 

HTh * * 1 ^ ; we cannot dispense with reflection 

m mmediate knowledge of p^e reason is not intuition 

reaves our consciousness solely through refection. 
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Or this immediate knowled 

^ • 1 , ^ ivoouii. j. lie LTiuuue OT rejj- 

on IS the tool for this elucidation. Its function is to deduce the 

f. ^ ihem by demonstrating the ground of 

T immediate knowledge of pure reason 

In the dogmaoc assumption that all immediate knowledge is 
intmtion also lies the deepest source of the empiricism that viti- 
ates all philosophy. Reflection is not able by any manner of proof 
2 create new knowledge; it can only elucidate given knowledge. 
Hence, we can acquire no knowledge through it that was not al- 
ready contained m the immediate knowledge from which we 
started. But if this immediate knowledge is intuition, it follows 

Sr us ^ metaphysical knowledge must be impossible 

The impotence of existing philosophy in the face of the de- 
structive force of empiricism is therefore caused solely by the fact 
that Its own structure is also built on this fundamental dogma of 
empiricism. This is why empiricism is able to assert itself against 
even the most cogent of rebuttals; for until it is deprived of this 
foundation, it can be accused at most only of inconsistency. The 
entire struggle against empiricism is hopeless, and any success in 
this struggle is specious, so long as this foundation is not de- 
sttoyed. If we are to succeed in a convincing refutation of empiri- 
cism, \i e must make up our minds to abandon its basic dogma. 


Philosophy as Science 

40. Hence, we come to the following conclusion: If we accept 
the dogmatic assumption that all knowledge is either intuition 
or reflection, then the maxim that we can elucidate metaphysics 
through reflection — which, as thus stated, is correct— inevitably 
assumes the fallacious form of logical dogmatism, according to 
which reflection itself begets metaphysical knowledge and thus 
proves it — as if the capacity to elucidate could itself generate the 
truth to be elucidated. This is a procedure that must necessarily 
be frustrated by its own inconsistency and must surrender the 
entire field of metaphysical legislation to skepticism. The mis- 
carriage of this undertaking leads to this alternative: Either we 
must renounce (with empiricism) all metaphysical truth or we 
must desert (with mysticism) the scientific path of enlighten- 
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ment, renouncing reflection as a means unfit for metaphysics and 
then seeking the truth through intellectual intuition. Thus, the 
failure of logical dogmatism fathered the dispute between em- 
pirical skepticism and neo-Platonic mysticism. 

The prejudice that the method of verifying judgments is 

either demonstration or proof still rules over logic today because 

of the ignorance of the constitutive principle of metaphysics; as 

a result, enlightenment is impracticable and metaphysics as sci- 
ence remains an insoluble problem. 

The solution of this problem lies in the discovery of the non- 
intuitive immediate knowledge of pure reason, which, together 
with the consequent definitive resolution of the Humean prob- 
lem, was the achievement of Fries. This discovery first made 
clear and comprehensible how and why Socrates could combine 
a mistrust of his own knowledge with a confidence in truth. The 
fund of truth that the dogmatist demands belongs to reason but 
not on that account to consciousness, which, as the skeptic real- 

Srf • " ^ consciousness, through 

reflection, to make itself master of the knowledge of reason aL 
to articulate it m judgments. Only this discovery can enthrone 
p ilosophy as a clear science and usher in a lasting philosophical 

peace. This is the accomplishment of the critical methodThat 

att^s this enlightenment and in so doing triumphs over k for 
t shows that reflection cannot, to be sure, guarantee the ieces 
sary truths, but at the same time it points out the way bv Xh 
reflection can overcome this insufficiency of reflection. ^ 


appendix 

The Relation of So-called Neo-Kantianism to 
Frtes’s New Critique of Reason: 

Excerpts 

^(Neta tooduces ,he Appendix with dte 
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riicb gave scientmc philosophizing. I say: We turn 
back. For our demand for psychological criticism stands in sharpest 
opposition to the predominant trends today as they are most ener- 
getically represented by precisely those who link their teachings 
to the name of Kant. A respected modern school of thinkers calls for 
and is attemptmg a return to Kant, but one hears nothing about 
following m Fries’s footsteps, although it was Fries, and no other 
who as much as a century ago readopted the method of a critique 

of reason and with its help undertook a further development of 
philosophy*. 

How IS it to be explained that those who avow their devotion to 
a revival of Kantianism pay Fries no scientific attention, neither rec- 
ognition, nor refutation, nor even a historical evaluation— Fries, 
the first and only philosopher so far to undertake once more the 
critique of reason and thus to fashion a new basis for Kantian phi- 
losophy? The explanation must be that they, as we have seen, mis- 
conceive the psychological nature of critique; and we found the ul- 
timate reason for this error in their misunderstanding of the concept 
of the transcendental. But Fries founded his reform of criticism on 
an examination of just this concept and on a clarification of what is 
ambiguous in it. Why, then, have not the “neo-Kantians” allowed 
Fries to instruct them in this matter? Only because, as a comparison 
of their writings shows, they have preferred not to study his critique 
of reason but to parrot the traditional fable of Fries’s “psychologism.” 


[Nelson now points out in a lengthy footnote that the circum- 
stance of Fries’s being misinterpreted or even forgotten so quickly 
was greatly influenced by the fact that his most important pupil, 
Ernst Friedrich Apelt, died in 1859, surviving his teacher by only 
sixteen years. Apelt’s memory, either through neglect or intention, 
was completely obliterated by the historians of German philosophy. 
Ernst Hallier deserves the credit for having rescued Apelt’s scientific 
work from the general disregard of contemporary philosophers and 
for having handed it do\vn to posterity.^® 

In subsequent parts of the appendix Nelson quotes and analyzes 
excerpts from German philosophers — ^W. Windelband, A. Riehl, 
and Hermann Cohen— dealing with Fries, and refutes their assertions, 
proving that these writers completely misunderstood Fries’s philos- 

15. Cf. Kulturgeschichte des N eunzehnten Jahrhunderts (Stuttgart, 1889), 12. Ab- 
schnitt, “Die mathematisch-naturwissenschaftliche Schule,” §2, “Ernst Friedrich 
Aoelt und die Theorie der Induktion.” 
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ophy. The specialist interested in these discussions and in other lit- 
erature quoted on the Fries problem is referred to the German origi- 
nal. Nelson devotes the most space to Cohen, probably the most 
prominent neo-Kantian, and shows that Cohen, in his arguments 
and protestations against Fries’s assumed psychologism, himself uses 
unclear psychological explanations based on inner experience where 
he does not substitute empty analytic propositions. 

To clarify Fries’s and Apelt’s theory Nelson cites the following 
interesting sentences from Apelt’s Metaphysik (par. 45) *: ] 

Because there is no intuitive form of arrangement in inner ex- 
perience, nothing analogous to space, there is also no intuitive locat- 
ing of the simultaneously existent activities within my inner self, and 
consequently there are no empty spaces for the obscure activities of 
apprehending and knowing. This explains the impossibility of in- 
dicating a location of the obscurity within my inner self.” 

[In conclusion. Nelson asks the reader not to fall into the usual 
misunderstanding of Fries and cites this passage from him:] 

The uniqueness of my demand for deductions and my appeal to 
psychological anthropology, which shall make these deductions pos- 
sible, have been repeatedly misunderstood, even by the most acute- 
and consequently my philosophy has unjustifiably been classed with 
the empirical systems The source of this misunderstanding seems to 
me to he in the fact that in academic logic the doctrine of the verifi- 
cation of judgments was not treated thoroughly enough, and there- 
ore my verification of philosophical principles was confounded 
with proof of them. He who now studies my exhaustive elucidation 
f this matter will not again be able to commit this error.” 

• Eimt Friedrich Apelt, Metaphysik (new ed. Halle, ,9.0), p. 2,0 
16. Systettt der Metaphysik (Heidelberg, ,824), par! 
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CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY 
AND MATHEMATICAL AXIOMATICS * 

All earnest endeavor to exalt philosophy to the rank of an exact science 
as always laid the greatest stress on a mathematical orientation; and of 
the various fields of mathematics the study of its fundamental principles 
holds the deepest interest for philosophers. Throughout his fife Leonard 
rselson followed the development of these principles with profound at- 
tention. Ever conscientious in his search for truth, he turned the entire 
acuity of his thought to furthering an understanding betw'een philoso- 
phy and mathematics, for he was thoroughly convinced of the profound 
scientific connection between his philosophy and the results of axiomat- 

ics. His address, “Critical Philosophy and’ Mathematical Axiomatics,” 
bears eloquent witness to this fact. 

An inexorable fate decreed that this eminent savant was not to finish 

his rnost important work. The world of science has suffered a grave loss 

in his untimely death. May his friends and disciples remain faithful to 

the lofty goals he set himself; may they carry to fruition the ideas em- 
bodied in his work. 

David Hilbert t 

I F we are to devote ourselves, within the modest time granted 
us at this meeting of the mathematics and physics depart- 
ments, to the relation of these fields of knowledge to philoso- 
phy, and if we are not to allow our treatment of this task to con- 
sist in a few casual generalities, we shall do best to scrutinize a 
limited comple.x of questions that can, because of their particular 
pertinence and universal significance, shed as bright a light as 
possible on the deeper connection between the so-called exact 
sciences and philosophy. From the wealth of examples that this 
intent brings to mind I choose the one that strikes me as the most 

• An address, “Kritische Philosophic und mathemadsche Axiomatik,” delivered at 
Gottingen on September 28, 1927, at the fifty-sixth convention of the teachers’ so- 
ciet\% Deutsche Philologen und Schubmnner. Published in Unterrichtsbldtter fur 
Maihernatik und Natunvissenscbaften^ XXXIV (Berlin, 1928). 
t Nelson’s monumental work, Critique of Practical ReasoUj is dedicated to David 
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appropriate to the locality and time of our meeting — I refer to 
the modern elaboration of mathematical a.xiomatics as it has been 
developed and brought close to a sort of culmination by Hilbert 
and his followers. The decisive innovation, which alone made 
this culmination possible, is still little known and indeed not even 
recognized as such, and its great philosophical importance is en- 
tirely unknown a circumstance, to be sure, that is not amazing 
when one considers the fact that philosophy today lacks any 
solid and generally accepted foundation that might provide a 
basis from which to approach these matters. I shall therefore have 
to go back somewhat in order to pick up the thread of scientific 
philosophy at that point in its history where it was broken and 
where, as a consequence, the progress already made by philoso- 
phy was sacrificed in the chaos of dilettante philosophy a la 
mode. ^ ^ 


I 

First of all I must direct your attention to a revolutionary in- 
tellectual achievement of Kant’s which, although it is highly 
praised, is very little understood today. 

Philosophy before Kant was dominated by the prejudice that 
all knowledge of apodictic certainty, since it obviously could 
not arise frorn experience (from observation and experiment) 
must be of a logical nature, that is, must be derived from mere 
concepts or, in Kant’s more precise terminology, must be enun- 

would hi TiT' ’“‘1®™““- 

ca . Influenced by this assumption, philosophers have tried to 
» ve the metaphysical problems that are so important to them by 

m approach to the sub j ect that leads one to se^k the cr t non of 
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he destroy ed the delusion that the so-called mathematical method 

_ This delusion of the so-called “mathematical method” pro- 
vided by Its example a perpetual temptation to develop meta- 
physics accordmg to the same logicizing ideal, and mathematics 
seemed to assure the success of this approach. Kant destroyed 
this concept with his demonstration that the ground of the ir- 
tainty of mathematical knowledge does not at all lie in its use of 
the logical method but that, conversely, this method can be effec- 
tively apphed to mathematics only because mathematics possesses 
a fund of knowledge that has certainty^ independent of all logic 
The discovery of such a fund of knowledge in mathematics, one 
that reaches beyond the competence of logic, forms the real 
cornerstone of Kant’s reform of philosophy. 

Once in possession of this discovery, Kant was able also to ex- 
plam why the mathematical method must fail in the field of meta- 
physics. The assured fund of knowledge that makes possible a 
rewarding application of mathematical method lies clearly at 
hand in the principles of mathematics, so that the science can be 
erected on them without further ado. But metaphysical princi- 
ples altogether lack such clarity; although logically the first and 
simplest, they are the very last and the most difficult for our con- 
sciousness to grasp; and thus the success of metaphysics as a sci- 
ence depends entirely on our shedding light on— indeed, on our 
discovering— its principles in all their abstractness. 

It was this fact that induced Kant to choose the very opposite 
of the method that Avas at that time usual, but unsuccessful, in 
metaphysics. Instead of starting, as the mathematical method 
does, from principles as general as possible, in order to extract 
from them through logical conclusions the content of the sci- 
ence, Kant does the converse: he starts from the individual con- 
tent, as that which is given, and progresses from it to the general 
principles. It was this inversion of method that led him to the 
critique of reason and through which he became the reformer of 
philosophy. 

Of all Kant’s successors only Fries held fast to these great and 
decisive discoveries; and he not only held fast to them but 
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brought them in all their implications to fruition and elaborated 
them in detail. 

What particularly interests us here is Fries’s demonstration 
that the nonanalytic character of mathematical knowledge, 
which Kant discovered, forms the basis of a distinct and thereto- 
fore wholly unknown science, namely, what he called the “phi- 
losophy of mathematics. He not only drew up a program for 
this science but also put it into execution by developing the new 
science systematically. This he did by carrying over the critical 

method to mathematics in all its branches, so far as they were 
then known. 

The problem of this science is simply this: to determine in its 
enturety the content of mathematics, which extends beyond the 
hmts of logic, and to systematize it according to its principles. 

he solution of this problem obviously makes necessary a sharp 
distmction within each mathematical discipline between that 
which IS logically provable and that which intuition provides as 
preassumpuon for such proof. In short, that method of abstrac- 

judgments in 

order to expose their preassumptions and trace them back to their 

niiTber f ^ demands, on the one hand, that the 

axioms shall be reduced to a minimum, namely to 
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ormulation but also the first to elaborate them systematically 

SajtiAihe f were 

of view of a single, partial problem, namely, the proble3Xe 

mdependendy of Fries, the possibility and necessity^ if generaliz- 

mg this problem; and thus they discovered the poper field of 
modem axiomaucs. ^ ^ 

This modern axiomatics verifies in aU its aspects the correct- 
ness of the pyh Fries chose, for it has taken exactly the direction 
he prescribed for It. What is more, it also verifies, in a wealth of 

important and still pertment detail, the correctness of the results 
that Fries had already elaborated. 

To be sure, the refinement of its methods has carried modem 

axioinatics far beyond the stage that Fries reached in this science. 

It IS the more significant how^ completely the doctrines he had al- 
ready developed have been verified. 


II 

The decisive refinement of methods, which we must now de- 
lineate and which is the real triumph of modem axiomatics, con- 
sists in the fact that it w^as possible to develop logic itself as an 
mstrument by which could be determined the independence 
from logic of certain mathematical cognitions. This was an ad- 
vance that, curiously enough, foUow'ed from certain discoveries 
that were made at the same time that Fries made his. I refer to 
the discoveries of Gauss, Lobachevski, and Bolyai, which were 
independent not only of Fries’s discoveries but of one another, 

and which made possible a solution of the problem of the paral- 
lel posmlate. 

We are dealing here with a question that is interesting in pre- 
cisely the matter with which we are now concerned: Is there a 
criterion for determining the axiomatic character of a proposi- 
tion, i.e., its logical independence of the other propositions of 
the system.? This is the general problem, of which the so-called 
parallel posmlate is only the first case to become known. This 
postulate states that in a plane only one straight line can 
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pass through a point outside another straight line w ithout cross- 
ing it. The question then is: Is it possible to prove the parallel 
postulate, which is introduced in Euclidean geometry as an 
axiom, from the other axioms of Euclidean geometry? For cen- 
turies men have striven to find such proof, but all they could find 
were pseudo-proofs. Since, however, one could not be absolutely 
certain from the previous failures to develop this proof that the 
problem was really insoluble, it remained a problem but an un- 
solved one. Not until Gauss, Lobachevski, and Bolyai turned 
their attention to it \\ as it solved. They succeeded in their solu- 
tion of the problem by inverting it; instead of searching further 
for proof of the parallel postulate, they attempted to prove its un- 
provabihty. No^^’, what ^\•as the criterion they used to determine 
the unprovability and thus the logical independence of the 
a.xiom? The criterion of the provability of a proposition from 
certam prenmes is the fact that the contrary of the proposition 
to be proved leads to a contradiction with one of the conse- 
quences of these premises. If we can show that the denial of a 

I . • consequences of certain 

other propositions, we have then found a criterion of the lomcal 

independence of the proposition in question. In other wordst the 

ogical independence of this Euclidean axiom of the other axioms 

v-ould be proved if it could be proved that a geometry free of 

contradictions could be erected which differed from Euclidean 
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for important task 

tenon for the consistency of a system of propositions, 1.0 ^ 
non which makes certam that no consequence of that sy^em can 

olved by modem axiomatics; m the case we are considering it 
solved by the successful proof that if a contradiction shodd 
ever turn up m the non-Euclidean geometry of Gauss Loba- 
chevski, and Bolyai it would necessarily involve a contradiction in 
or^ary Euclidean geometry as weU. In this way the uncontra- 

wifh°rh °^^o^-Euclidean geometry has been associated 
with that of Euclidean geometry; and in the same way the con- 
sistency of Euchdean geometry has been associated with that of 
arithmetic. 

What is important to us here is this: The results of modem 
aromatics are a completely clear and compelling corroboration 
ot Kant s and Fries s assertion of the limits of logic in the field of 
mathematical knowledge, and they are conclusive proof of the 
doctrine of the “synthetic” character of the mathematical axioms, 
h or if It IS proved that the negation of one axiom can lead to no 
contradiction even when the other axioms are introduced, it is 
certamly proved that the axiom leads to no contradiction when 
the other axioms are not introduced. And this was just the crite- 
non that Kant had already specified for the synthetic character 
of a judgment: the uncontradictory character of its nerarinn. 


Ill 

But what is much more important for us is how modem axio- 
matics has confirmed the characteristic basic thought of Fries’s 
method, that characteristic sharp distinction between the content 
and object of critical knowledge which is to be found in no other 
philosopher. The uniqueness of the critique of reason lies, in 
Fries’s modification of it, in the fact that the same knowledge that 
forms the content of the system of metaphysics is the object of 
that knowledge which forms the content of the critique of rea- 
son. On this thought alone rests the solution of all the objections 
that again and again have been raised against Fries’s method of 
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critique. What is the axiomatic method, so familiar to every 
mathematician today, if not Fries’s regressive method for the dis- 
closure of principles? What is being done here if not this: The 
propositions that make up the content of the system of mathe- 
matics have become the object of those propositions that make 

up the content of axiomatics and therefore of the critique of 
mathematics. 

Take for instance the parallel axiom. Here we have the propo- 
sition which we shall call A: 

A. On a plane surface only one straight line can pass through 
a point outside another straight line without crossing it. 

This is the parallel axiom, a proposition from the system of 
geometry. Now this proposition A becomes the object of a prop- 
osition of the critique of geometry, which we shall call proposi- 
tion A': ^ 

A'. A is unprovable. 

This proposition of the critique of geometry has the former 
proposition from the system of geometry as its object, as is clearly 
evident simply m the statement of it. It has nothing to do with the 
validity of this geometric proposition. We are not at all con- 
cerned here with the question of the validity of the geometric 
proposition but only with the question of its provability; and this 
question is answered by the proof of proposition A'. Not propo- 
smon ^ but propositmn A' is proved here. This very example 
clearly illustrates the fact that critique cannot attempt to prove 

unprovability otA. 

We hnd a similar relation between metaphysics and the 
criuque of its prmciples in what Fries called “deduction.” * This 
deduction of metaphysical principles does not mean, as might 
be supposed, proof of these prmciples but verification of them 

wHchTf ^ ingenious procedure, on 

mg back the prmciple m question to an immediate cognition in 
a manner Malogous to that in which one justifies the inLduction 

fcr™ f them to intuition. The 

lerence is only-and this is the teason for all the profound diffi- 
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culties in this procedure— that the immediate cognition to which 

we must trace the principles back is not of an intdtive nature and 

therefore does not he clearly at hand but must first be ingeniouslv 
sought out through a theory of reason. ^ 

we^shail metaphysical proposition which 

B. Every change has a cause. 

This proposition is the principle of causality. In the critique 
of reason it becomes the object of proposition S'; 

B . B w the rendering of an immediate cognition. 

This proposition B is then proved, and the proof of B' is the 
deduction of B. 

Thus modern axiomatics presents us with a relation which is 
altogether analogous to that betw'een Fries’s critique of reason 
and the metaphysical system, since the principles of the system 
are made the object of the critique; since, further, critique, par- 
ticularly “deduction,” has in view something quite different 
from a proof of the principles in question; and since, finally, the 

proposition that has the proposition from the system as its object 
is proved. 

Moreover, critique is introduced into mathematics and meta- 
physics for quite similar purposes. The purpose of axiomatics is 
not, as I have already said, to guarantee the validity of mathemati- 
cal knowledge but to guarantee the abstract system of the mathe- 
matical principles — just as the purpose of the critique of reason 
is not to guarantee the validity of metaphysical knowledge but 
to guarantee the abstract system of metaphysical principles. 
In other words, in both cases the purpose is not to guarantee the 
knowledge in question, as such, but to reduce this knowledge to 
scientific form. Scientific form demands systematic unity and 
therefore the reduction to principles. 


IV 

What has already been said has by no means exhausted the 
remarkable analogy that we find here, nor have we said aU we 
could about the corroboration, indicated thereby, of Fries’s 
discoveries; the implications extend much further. Modem 
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critical mathematics, in its most recent phase, has elaborated a 
striking parallel to what is most characteristic of Fries’s method 
of deduction. The crowning achievement of modern axiomatics 
is the proof of the consistency of arithmetic, long held to be im- 
possible but finally furnished by Hilbert. The affinity of the 
method that has produced this proof \\ ith Fries’s method of de- 
duction is so close that we may confidently assert: If there is even 
the slightest justification to the well-known and oft-raised objec- 
tions to Fries’s method of deduction, then for the same reasons 
Hilbert s proof of the consistency of arithmetic must irremedi- 
ably collapse— so true is it that the basic methodic thought which 
made this proof possible is a reanimation of that profound me- 
thodic achievement of Fries’s philosophy, which a century’s lack 
of comprehension has buried in obscurity. 

The similarity of methods that we are here delineating is not 

a freak of chauce but stems from the affinity of the problems 

themselves. The problem of the consistency of arithmetic was so 

pressmg because certain apparently insurmountable difficulties 

and accumulating paradoxes had begun to turn up in the highly 

abstract concepts and syllogisms of the theory of transfinite 

numbers-similar to the well-known difficulties and antinomies 

m the abstracuons of metaphysics, which arc characterized by 
a total absence of obviousness. ^ 


And so the desteritv with which Hilbert amcited and solved 
this recondiK problem is altogether analogous to that of Fries’s 
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„ HI rcaiiiy not even the |udgniemsjrwlcon- 
cliLsiiinMif transhnite arithmetic hut the symholi m which theve 
judpicnts and conclusions arc txprevsed— the mere svnilioU, 
u ithout consideration of their mcaninif, these arc simplv finite 
intuitively perceptible forms which, a^ such, constitute the oh- 
)cct of concrete and demonstrable knowledge. U’hat is thcrebs 
achieved IS not a logical derremon of the prop<Aitions of the 
theory of transfinite numbers from those of the theory of ele- 
mentarv numbers but rather a logical "mappinu" <•! the proposi- 
tions of the one system on those of the other. I hat is to say, cver\ 
proposition from the one .system is here made to corrcs|s«»nd to 
one from the other system in such a w av that if a contradiction 
appears in one, an equivalent, precisely definable relation must l>c 
traceable and dcntonstrahlc in the other, namciv, the ap^searance 
of a certain combination of symbols, for instance, a formula such 
as o + o which can be determined intuitively. 

In just the same way hriess deduction examines not the uni- 
versal metaphysical truths, which are the ob)cct of abstract |udii- 
ments, but the concrete fact of the kiio-j:lcd^e of these truths, 
and it does so without taking into consideration the olijcctivc 
meaning of this know ledge— that is to say, w ithout considering 
what It allows one to know about the object; it examines this 
know ledge only to discover w here it originates in human reason. 
This knowledge thus becomes the object of a knowledge that is 
not, to be sure, purely intuitive (as it is in the case of mathe- 
matics) but is empirical, and for that reason the know ledge of 
which it becomes the object is in its turn the content not of ab- 
stract but of concrete judgments; and hence it is free of the diffi- 
culties to w hich we are helplessly exposed if we attempt to erect 
the system of abstract metaphysical judgments w ithout taking 
this roundabout course. Thus the analogy- is indeed complete; 
and I should like to mention in passing the remarkable fact that to 
some extent the operations in Fries’s deduaion can be carried out 
with fruitful results if one uses symbols and combiiutions of 


symbols to designate the various metaphysical concepts. 

There is, nevertheless, a difference between the two proce- 
dures; it manifests itself most clearly in the fact that, as I have just 
said, Fries’s deduction does not deal w ith purely intuitive but 
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with empirical, i.e., psychological, modes of knowledge. This dif- 
ference is deeply rooted and not accidental. It finds its source in 
the different purposes of the respective investigations: whereas 
mathematical axiomatics is concerned with the proof of consist- 
mcy, Fries’s deduction is concerned with true verification. It is 
imderstandable that a logical problem, such as that of proving 
lomething consistent, demands methods for its solution that are 
iifferent from those demanded by the psychological problem of 
iroving the existence of an immediate cognition. 

The development of the philosophy of mathematics gives us 
Iso the solution to an ancient riddle; it affords the answer to a 
luestion first raised by Plato. Here we find a continuity between 
(linkers such as we have found elsewhere. It is a fact that Plato al- 
eady applies the idea of the critical method, which is to be found 

rmbohcally formulated, in his doctrine of “reminiscence,” to 
lathematical knowledge and m this way succeeds in presenting 
■ith complete c anty the problem 6l critical mathematics 


V 

I should be untvUling to conclude my remarks without at least 
enno^g how far what I have said hke is from exhaust! the 
eahh of pomts of contact benveen critical philosoph7and 
aAemattcal axiomatics, even if we confine o^selvefro the 
oblem of the prmciples of pure mathematics “ 

It is my contention that we can find m i-k.v . ■ • , 

ist inevitably fall I refer to f see how rhe decision 

mathematical Imow edveTe ^ 

experience. ^ ’ '•> independence 

the dete7!lrio” orthe'smhe^c^ “ 
logical source of the 1 "^: £ 
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'‘"“"''dge, we must stil 

could have their source in experience, or whether thevVuiri 
a third source of knowledge. \\^e are directly confronted witl 

iis question Kant s demonstration of the logical incomplete- 
ness of the disjunction between the various sources of knowl- 
ed^, tvhich was the curse of pre-Kantian philosophy. 

One conviction that guides every serious mathematician in hi: 
research and gives him the strength to persevere in an investiga- 
tion despite all disappointments— a conviction that, because ol 
i-lilbert s accomplishments in axiomatics, has come more and 
more to occupy a prominent place in our attention— is this: that 
every mathematical problem must be resolvable in the sense that 
we must be able to decide the truth or falsity of every mathemati- 
cal proposition by pure thought, tvith no help from outside; or in 
short, as Hilbert states it, paraphrasing a familiar saying of Emil 

du bois-Reymond’s: that we can have no ignorabimis in mathe- 
matics. 

If \ve subscribe to this assertion, then experience (that is, ob- 
ser\ ation and experiment) is eliminated as a source of the knowl- 
edge necessary to decide any mathematical problem. For y^hat 
we are asserting here is just this, that for the solution of mathe- 
matical problems we are not thrown on the mercies of any cir- 
cumstances that make possible for us a particular e.xperience; that 
on the contrary we need take no consideration of such circum- 
stances, since y e are already in possession of the data that are 

necessary and sufficient to prove or disprove any mathematical 
assertion whatsoever. 

“We are in possession”: every mathematician who under- 
stands himself endorses this saying of Delambre’s. 

Mathematical knowledge must be such that we dispose over it 
independently of the circumstances, and such that it needs no 
extension vchatsoever in order that it shall enable us to decide a 
problem purely logically. 

^Vc might y'ish to limit the meaning of the assertion that all 
mathematical problems can be decided, namely, by saying that 
a system of axioms can be assigned arbitrarily to every mathe- 
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matical problem, which will suffice for an unequivocal logical 
solution of the problem. But if it is taken in this sense, our asser- 

^ trivial and loses all meaning for just that 
process of cognition which is distinctive of pure mathematics. 
For in this sense every 77 (? 7 /-mathematical problem can also be de- 
cided: in every case in which the decision would otherwise be 
impossible, it could always be managed by the addition of a new 
axiom. 

Another attempted subterfuge is also unavailing, namely, call- 
ing only those problems “mathematical” that prove to be solv- 
able. This interpretation really robs the above assertion of all im- 
portance and meaning, since the importance and meaning of our 
conviction lie precisely in the fact that we are confident, before 
we attempt a real solution, of being able to force a solution by 
pure thinking — in the fact, namely, that it gives us the courage 
to attack the problem with the confidence that we shall succeed. 


tion becomes simpl> 


VI 


permit 


e, if we possess such, is also a priori knowl- 
edge, although it cannot pride itself, as mathematical knowledge 
can, that it knows no ignorabmius. I mention this, however, be- 
cause it may call to our attention the fact that the quality of being 
a pnori is m itself not sufficient to explain the impossibility of the 
t^orabi-mus and that therefore mathematical cognition is marked 
by a special superiority over metaphysical cognition. 

It will be found that it is the connection of the a priori quality 

with intumveness which is peculiar to mathematical comition 

superiority over metaphysical cognition. 

1 hus, step by step, a dispassionate examination of the modern 
development of mathematical axiomatics sheds a bright light on 
the ducovenes with which the creators of critical philosophy 
had already illummated the mysterious nature and the unique 

arTnlf " hich had enabled thm 

ence. The understandmg and the gratitude that have been denied 
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them for a cenmry will be accorded them automatically as soon 
as this century s achievements in the field of mathematical axio- 
matics are grasped in their true significance. 

Here, and only here, is the “place to stand” — which Archi- 
medes demanded if he were to move the earth— from which it 

M^ill be possible once more to elevate philosophy to the rank of 
science. 

Let Leonardo da Vinci speak to those mathematicians who, 

paymg homage to the philosophical fashion of the day, despise 
them own science: 

• u ^he highest wisdom of mathematics nour- 

ishes himself on chaos and tvill never silence the sophistic sci- 
ences, from which one gains nothing but an eternal vocifera- 
tion.” 


REPLY 

TO THE OBJECTIONS RAISED BY MESSRS. C. AND B.^ 

The remarks I made in my address were based on the assump- 
tion that mathematics is a system of cogmtions and that conse- 
quently its theorems contain solutions and are not simply the ob- 
jects of problems. AU objections raised in the discussion entail, 
in the last analysis, an abandonment of this assumption. It is not 
surprising that under these circumstances the inferences I drew 
did not seem to hold up. 

Mr. C. objected that the usual concept of truth or validity 
must be limited to metamathematics: we may attribute truth not 
to the mathematical propositions themselves but only to the 
interrelations of mathematical propositions with one another. 
Thus also the general claim of determinabihty can be maintained 
only for the problems of metamathematics. 

Mr. B. carried this thought further. His exposition was 
roughly as follows: 

That the mathematical axioms lay no claim to being knowl- 
edge is already indicated by the elfort to prove the consistency 
of a system of axioms. If the axioms, as the rendering of immedi- 

I, This reply is an extension of the remarks I made in the discussion that followed 
my address. 
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ate cognition, were themselves cognition, proof that they were 
consistent would be entirely superfluous since true propositions 
can always be brought into relation with one another without 
contradiction. When a mathematician demands that his basic 
system of axioms be proved consistent, he thereby renounces 
any vindication of his axioms that might be possible by relating 
them to a pure intuition of space or time. To be sure, the mathe- 
matician cannot get along without any intuition whatever since 
metamathematics must start from intuitively surveyable sym- 
bols and combinations of symbols. If, then, one modifies Kant’s 
doctrine of pure intuition in such a way that it asserts only the 
existence of that intuition which is the ground of metamathe- 
matics, it can stand; but the doctrine of the establishment of 

mathematical axioms through the pure intuition of space and 
time IS untenable. 


I 


Let US turn our attention first to the argument that is here 
directed against Kant’s doctrine of the verification of mathe- 
maa^ axioms. Is the proof of consistency really nonsensical if 
on^as pr^umed that a system of axioms is correct? 

1 he problem of proving a system of axioms uncontradictorv 
first arises, as we have seen, with the development of non-Euclid^ 

then the proof, precisely if one assumes Euclidean 

(1) the proof that non-Euclidean geometry is not contradictorv 
IS at the same time proof of the synthetic character of the Euclid^ 
^ axioms and hence proof of the presence of a source of knowl 

(afbm fhT7'' “ ‘'“^^tent from mere log c 

entirely on the independ 

endy mnutively— given security of the latter. ^ 

proving a system of axioms free of con 
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know that a system of axioms reiterates immediate knowledge 
then we are already certain that it is not contradictory; we need 
not prove it consistent in order to justify our reliance on it. But, 
as we know, it is no simple matter to reduce even an immediately 
obvious cognition to an unobjectionable conceptual formula- 
tion. The more abstract mathematical assertions are and the more 
remote they become from that which is at once intuitively dis- 
cernible, the easier it is to commit errors in formulating them. 
The paradoxes in the theory of sets are sufficient proof of the 
difficulties one may encounter in abstract mathematics through 
overhast^' or uncritical formulations. And so the problem of 
the proof of consistency becomes once more a hve issue. Fur- 
thermore, the interests of scientific systematics and completeness 
make it desirable to prove a system of axioms consistent even 

if the cognitional character of this system of axioms is already 
estabhshed. ^ 

II 

We shall better discern the untenability of this argument 
against the cognitional character of the mathematical axioms if 
we ask ourselves what significance mathematics still retains in 
the light of it. According to Mr. B., the individual axioms are 
not cognitions. But mathematics as a science must be a system of 
cognitions. W e cannot seek these cognitions in the theorems of 
mathematics, for these theorems rest on the axioms, and their 
cognitional character is sacrificed with that of the axioms. Con- 
sequently, according to Mr. C, the cognitional value of mathe- 
matics lies only in the interconnection among mathematical prop- 
ositions. Hence statements about the logical relations between 
the mathematical theorems and the axioms of mathematics are 
the only propositions in the field of mathematics in which the 
question of validitv reallv makes any sense. 

But, as Mr. C. himself states, these assertions no longer belong 
in the system of mathematics proper; rather, they are proposi- 
tions in metamathematics. An example will make this clear. The 
parallel axiom is a proposition of Euclidean geometry. Accord- 
ing to the objection brought forward here, the question of the 
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truth of this axiom has no meaning. Hence the axiom as such is, 
rather, an arbitrary statement and, standing by itself, has of 
course no scientific meaning. Only those propositions have scien- 
tific meaning that tell us w'hat new theorems can be proved by 
adding this axiom to the other Euclidean axioms, and also those 
that tell us whether the axiom is not only necessary but adequate 
for the derivation of these theorems, and so on. But these are 
propositions from metamathematics. According to the objection 
that has been raised, therefore, mathematics becomes a system 
of merely arbitrary statements that can have no scientific si(T- 
nificance. If we ask whether a plane is divided into an inner and 
an outer section by a closed curve having no double points, 
whether a regular septagon can be constructed with ruler and 
compass, xt'hether every continuous function can be differen- 
tiated, whether 7 is a prime number — all these questions either 
become meaningless or at least lose the character of mathematical 
problems and become problems in experimental physics. One 
can thus no more demand that they be decided than one can make 
such a demand of the problem of a definite weather forecast or 
the problem of finding a way to visit the inhabitants of Mars. 

. ^ in which the logical relations among 

these arbitrary assertions are investigated, is science; and thus 
mathematics as a science is supplanted by metamathcmatics. 

But it is easy to see that such an interpretation completely dis- 
torts the meaning that Hilbert gave metamathematics— indeed 
It perverts it to its opposite. Hilbert was stimulated to his studies 
by the well-known difficulties that confronted mathematics in 
the held of the theory of sets. In opposition to the growing skep- 
tical mclination to capitulate in the face of these difficulties and 
to smrender whole departments of the science, Hilbert’s meta- 
mathematics was directed toward securing the fruitful results of 
the science agamst the dangers that threatened it in the paradoxes 
of the theory of sets. The protection of mathematical results not 
the abandonment of mathematics, is thus the significance of 
met^athematics. He who makes metamathematics an end in 

Itself by allowmg it to usurp the position of mathematics is do- 
ing it the worst possible sendee and certainly may not appeal 
to the creator of metamathematics in his defense. Eyen Brouy!er’s 
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vith It the problem of the consistency of a system of axioms— 
IS supposed, even after the destruction of mathematics, to retain 
scientihc meamng; more, the solution of this problem is sup- 
posed to be the way by which the scientific value of a svstem 
o axioms is first determined. A consistent application of this 
criterion thus compels us to undenake an investigation of the 
possibihty of metamathematics, now severed from mathematics 
before we attempt to erect it. What becomes of metamathematics 
after the destruction of mathematics.^ The concept of this science 
relates it to mathematics. Its task is to investigate the logical rela- 
tion between the axioms of the mathematical disciplines; there- 
fore, it has mathematics as its object. But what problem is meta- 
mathematics to work out if mathematics is nothing but a system 
of arbitrary assertions of no scientific significance and is distin- 
guished only by the fact that it has been traditionally inherited 
from century to century .2 At best, such a mathematics could be 
of interest to the historian but not to the metamathematician. 
The historian can ask himself how it was possible for generations 
of mathematicians to embrace the egregious fallacy ^of holding 
arbitrary assertions to be knowledge; but what reason has the 
metamathematician, who long ago freed himself from the silly 
misconceptions of his predecessors, to make just these miscon- 
ceptions the object of scientific study? 

Could he be induced to do so perhaps by an interest in the 
applicability of these arbitrary assertions to the hypotheses of 
physics? No, for if he were, he would have to exclude from his 
investigations those mathematical disciplines whose concepts ex- 
tend far beyond that which is observable in nature. From this 
point of view^ metamathematical investigation of the axioms of 
transfinite arithmetic would be a senseless waste of time — but 
just this investigation is the main problem of Hilbert’s meta- 
mathematics. 

If, then, the mathematical axioms are distinguished neither by 
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their own scientific importance nor by their applicability to 
other sciences, it is simply the current fashion that makes pre- 
cisely them the object of a proper science. But why should the 
metamathematician commit himself to so arbitrary an occupa- 
tion as this? Supposedly, there is no scientific principle nat 
prescribes to him the object of his investigations; hence the choice 
of the system of axioms that is to be the basis of his investigations 
is left entirely to his discretion. At best, he can be guided in his 
choice only by the precept that he should choose those axioms 
whose logical relations are the least discernible so that the meta- 
mathematical investigations will be as interesting as possible. 

The research to which one might be induced by such arbitrary 
inclinations might certainly be quite diverting, but it would 
have no more scientific value than any other pastime; for a pas- 
time differs from a scientifically significant theory in that one 
busies oneself with the former because it is diverting, whereas 
the treaonent of scientific problems is of interest only because 
here serious questions call for an answer. 

We become acutely aware of how metamathematics degener- 
ates to mere trifling if divorced from mathematics when we take 
into consideration the fact that the arbitrary axioms from which 
the metamathematical inquiry seems to start themselves do not 
appear m the inquiry at all. The object of this inquiry is rather the 
system of symbols that is made to correspond w'ith the system of 
axioms. Now, if we presuppose the arbitrariness of mathematical 
axioms the system of axioms interests us only in so far as a treat- 
ment of It promises to entertain us. But in this treatment we are 
not even concerned with the axioms themselves but only with the 
symbols that stand for them. Hence not only shall we formulate 
the problem of metamathematics more concisely and more 
clearly if we entirely relinquish the connection yfith the system 
of axioms but it is only in this way that we can really do justice to 

Ae actual situanon. It ,s then the task of metamathematics to 
demonstrate that operations conducted in accordance with cer 
tain rales can never lead us to a certain combination of symbols 

namely, the formula o + o. ' ’ 

But here the question arises anew: Why is the metamathe 
matician so mterested in just this formula? the original m™lg 
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of the formula has been entirely lost-in truth, there can be no 

f o^rSa ^ of consistency, for the appearance of the 

formula o + o is not itself a contradiction; there simply corre- 
sponds to It (a fact, however, which in this case we must entirely 
Ignore.) a contradiction in the consequences of a system of 
adorns. If we examine the symbols alone, with no refLnce to 
the axioms they represent, the formula o + o is no more remark- 
able than any other, for example, the formula o = o. 

he effort to demonstrate the impossibility of the symbol 
0^0, of a 1 problems, is therefore, as is the predilection for the 
axioms of the mathematical disciplines, merely a question of cur- 
rent fashion; there is no scientific principle at all that distinguishes 
the rules of the game followed here from any other conceivable 
rules, ^e we with Weyl to place our reliance in the “reasonable- 
ness of histoiy” and to believe that the axioms and methods that 
tradition has handed down to us will lead us, although they lack 
all scientific meaning, “in a process of vital spiritual develop- 
ment to scientifically meaningful results? 

No, this hope, too, must be frustrated by the facts. If the suc- 
cess \^’ith which axioms and methods have been crowned in the 
course of history is the criterion for the necessity of making them 
the basis of a metamathematics, the discerning mathematician 
today must devote himself, before turning his attention to other 
problems— no matter how important or interesting they may be 
—to the development of a new metamathematics that is the exact 
antithesis of Hilbert’s, one the main problem of which is not 
to demonstrate the impossibility of the formula o o but to 
prove the possibility of the equation 1 = 3.1 refer to that meta- 
mathematics which, as Bismarck ® says, feels justified in claiming 
to be persecuted wherever it does not reign supreme; for this 
metamathematics has, through its statistically demonstrable suc- 
cesses, legitimated itself as the only rightful metamathematics for 
those who allow their confidence in the “reasonableness of his- 
tory” to dictate their axioms and methods. 

¥ 


2. H. Weyl, “Diskussionsbemerkungen zu dem zweiten Hilbertschen Vortrag 
iiber die Grundlagen der Mathematik” in Htmburger Mathematische EinzeU 
schrifterij V (Leipzig, 1928). 

3. Otto von Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen (Stuttgart, 1898), II, chap, 
xxiv, sec. I, p, 125. 
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III 

But we can say even more. A^’hoever denies that mathematical 
axioms are knowledge, thereby denies the existence of pure intui- 
tion as the source of knowledge for mathematical judgments. It 
is then immaterial whether one disputes pure intuition as such or 
admits the possibility^ of it but, as Mr. B. said, “prefers to disre- 
gard it” for the erection of mathematics. But if pure intuition is 
not to be utilized for the establishment of axioms, on what then is 
the certainty* of metamathematics fomided, \\-hich (as we saw) 
replaces mathematics in this approach to the problem and for 
which the question of the validity of its propositions should ad- 
mittedly* still make sense- We are dealing in metamathematics 
u'ith intuitive symbols v'hich appear in an intuitively perspicu- 
ous arrangement. Therefore, we are helpless in metamathematics 
without intuition, as .Mr. B. specifically admitted in the discus- 
sion. But with what sort of intuition, then, are we here con- 
cerned? The symibols that are perceived in metamathematics are 
extended, that is to say, spatially extended, forms which are 
given in spatial arrangements. The intuition, therefore, on which 
metamathematics is based is spatial intuition. This spatial intuition 
is either a priori knowledge or it is empirical knowledge. 'WHio- 
ever holds it to be a priori knowledge thereby admits that we 
possess a pure spatial intuition and that" this pure spatial intuition is 
the ground of knowledge of the science that has here replaced 
mathematics. But whoever admits this cannot on the other hand 
deny that the geometric axioms are knowledge simplv because a 
pure spatial mtuition is necessar\- for their establishment 

Those who deny that pure spatial intuition is the source of 
Imowledge of mathematical judgments must consequently if 
they are to be consistent, turn to empirical intuition as the aroilnd 
of metamathematics. The symibols with which he operates— and 
that means m this context experhnents—ire therefore the chalk 

marks on the blackboard or the ink lines on the paper, which an- 
pear to sensory perception. But metamathematics, if it is to ar- 
rive at umversally valid conclusions, must make certain preas- 
sumpaons regardmg the constancy of its sttnbols and the 
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posMbUity of creating these symbols; and these preassnmptions 
must themselves be apodictically valid. If the chalk marks L the 
blackboard are the objects of metamathematics, metamathe- 
matics needs an apodictically certain axiom according to which 
these chalk marks possess permanence and according to which it 
IS possible to produce them on any part of the blackboard; and 
this axiom, as an apodictic judgment, would have to refer back to 
a prion knowledge. N.B., a priori knowledge of the imperish- 
abilny of the chalk! Whoever, therefore, supposes he can do 
\Mthout pure spatial intuition for the estabhshment of mathe- 
matics must entrust himself instead to a priori loiowledge of the 
destiny of blackboard and chalk. This fantastic admission is the 
least to which our skeptics, under penalty of contradicting them- 
selves, must accommodate themselves — not to mention the fact 
that the a priori knowledge which they need has the disadvantage 
of contradicting the most obvious facts of experience, which pre- 
cisely they prize so highly. 

Thus mathematical empiricism turns everything upside down. 
F or fear of becoming involved in a priori knowledge in the only 
place where it belongs, they let it in through a back door, where 
it has no business to be — where, rather, its interference would 
destroy all confidence in observation and experiment. After the 
loss of pure mathematics which, as a priori knowledge, provided 
us with the preconditions for all significant experimentation, we 
find ourselves at the mercy of the metaphysics of chalk, which 
makes any experiment a mockery. 

The attempt to sustain mathematics ultimately with presup- 
positions regarding the nature of the v'riting material has actu- 
ally and in all seriousness been made. No less a person than 
E. Schroder, the well-known founder of the algebra of logic, in- 
troduces in his Lehrbiich der Arithmetik mid Algebra * as the 
“single axiom” the “axiom of the inherence of the symbols.” 
This axiom, he declares, “gives us the certainty that in aU our cal- 
culations and conclusions the symbols are fixed in our memory 
— but are fixed even more firmlv on the paper,” a dubious as- 
sumption in view of the fact (as Schroder himself must admit) 
that it “possesses, depending on the memory of the calculator 

4. (Leipzig, 1873), I, i6f. 



Philosophy and Axiomatics 



and the nature of the material he uses, only a greater or lesser de- 
gree of 

impossible, or at least its probability would be very slight, if one 
wrote with disappearing ink.” But nevertheless — and Schroder 
sets his mind at rest v'ith this assertion — “this confidence is in 


probability.” “For instance, the assumption would be 


general so great that we base on it our conviction of the absolute 
certainty of mathematical truths.” Thus the absolute certainty of 
mathematical judgments rests on a precondition that possesses no 
absolute certainty but merely a degree of probability! 

He who denies pure intuition as the source of knowledge and 
still holds metamathematics to be a system of cognitions must 
perforce, if he is to be consistent, take’refuge in the absurdity of 
fabricating a knowledge of the nature of his working material 
that not only is independent of experience but actually contra- 
dicts it. In the proof of the consistency of mathematical axioms 
through metamathematics the claim of these axioms to being 
knowledge is not by any means abandoned, nor is reference to 
pure intuition in order to vindicate the axioms shown to be 
unnecessary or even absurd; on the contrary, this very proof pre- 
supposes for its possibility pure intuition as the source of knowl- 
edge. It rests on precisely that knowledge which some have 

supposed, in the name of metamathematics, that they could do 
vfithout. 


IV 

These reflections give us insight into the significance of an- 
Mher parallel— one I did not mention in my address— between 
Hilbert s axiomatics and the methods of the critique of reason. 
iMetamathematics, one of tvhose functions it is to prove the con- 
sistency of systems of geometric axioms, itself uses pure spatial 
intuition and hence geometric cognitions! We find something 
^mte analogous in Fries’s deductions of metaphysical principles^. 
1 hese deductions rest on a psychological theory which, like all 
'ipkT^^ theories, itself already presupposes metaphysical prin- 

This relation of deductions to metaphysical principles accord- 
ng to w ich on the one hand the deductions serve to verify the 
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principles and on the other hand these principles are already the 
ogical preassumptions of the deductions, has often given rise to 
attacks on the methods of the critique of reason, since it would 
appear that the deduction is based on circular reasoning: it seems 
to presuppose what it first wishes to prove. 

If this attack is justified, then the critique of reason draws Hil- 
bert s metamathematics with it in its downfall; for metamathe- 
matics, as a theory about the intuitive relation of intuitive sym- 
bols, applies geometric cognitions to prove the consistency of 

systems of geometric axioms. Does not this proof then become 
cncular reasoning? 

This question leads us back to our starting point, namely, to 
the assertion made during the discussion that the mathematical 
adorns are not kno\\dedge and that only for this reason the proof 
of their consistency is meaningful and requisite; and that only 
through the proof of its uncontradictoriness can a system of 
axioms be estabhshed as serviceable for the erection of a mathe- 
rnatical discipline. If this is so, then the objection is definitely le- 
gitimate that Hilbert’s proof, because it uses geometric preas- 
sumptions, becomes circular reasoning. For if the use of the ax- 
ioms presupposes for its legitimacy the proof of their consistency, 
this proof of consistency loses its logical integrity if it itself rests 
on these axioms. If the proof of the impossibility of the formula 
0 + 0 makes use of principles whose freedom from contradic- 
tion has not yet been determined, it vvmuld not be beyond the 
realm of the possible that the formula o + o could be proved 
with the same principles. The proof of consistency thus becomes 
circular reasoning when it is regarded as the only justification of 
the system of axioms. 

But the situation is quite different if we admit pure intuition to 
be the source of knowledge for mathematical axioms. Then the 
function of the proof of consistency is not to vindicate a system 
of axioms as the basis of a mathematical discipline — the axioms 
are vindicated by an appeal to pure intuition. Its function is rather 
the critical clarification of a logical relation between the axioms 
of a mathematical discipline, and thus at the same time the frus- 
tration of skepticism, which sustains itself on the difficulties 
present in the abstract fields of mathematics. In the proof of con- 
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sistency it is not the mathematical axioms that are proved but 
only assertions that have these axioms as their object. Thus it is 
not circular reasoning if this proof itself makes use of geometric 
presuppositions. 

An analogous situation exists for the deductions of metaphysi- 
cal principles. If these deductions were proofs of the principles, 
it would be quite impermissible to apply in them the principles 
in question. But in the deductions only psychological proposi- 
tions are proved, which in their turn have the metaphysical prin- 
ciples as their object. Fries’s deductions are therefore just as free 
from circular reasoning as Hilbert’s proof of the consistency of 
irithmetic. 



I have not been able and have not wished, either in my address 
Dr in this reply, to treat exhaustively the problem of the source of 
nathematical knowledge.* I have limited myself to a few conclu- 
;ions of philosophical importance, starting from a point of view 
•hat, as It seemed to me, was suitable and congenial to the mathe- 
uatician. This point of vieu' which holds mathematics to be a sci- 
mce is the conviction, outlined above, that all mathematical 
Droblems can be solved. It is, as I have already said, not surprising 
hat if this point of view (in one word, the mathematical point of 
dew) is abandoned, the concomitant conclusions which I have 
Irawn do not hold up; and consequently I have, of course, not 
he slightest objection to the statement of this circumstance. The 
inly thing that is surprising here is this: that it is mathematicians 
vho, by their own blunt confession, wish to have nothing to do 
uth the mathematical point of view. Such a measure of self- 
bneg^mn is indeed striking and requires our special considera- 
lon 1 he candid admission that one must turn one’s back on 
aathematics m order to escape the philosophically unpalatable 
If erences of my address is a real step forward in the clarification 
i our old controversy. I record it as a welcome corroboration of 


ubcr die Nicht-Euklidische Geometrie und den 

G^hei, ■ Abh«ul,m,e, i„ 
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ZrhZ 1 that from the 

ma^emancal pomt of view my inferences are conclusive, 

1 he self-abnegation to which we were witness is, moreover 
an appalhng example of the sinister force with which a compul- 
sive metaphysical notion can cast its spell over human minds, and 
at the same tune testunony to the earnest need of exorcising these 
obscure forces--) ust such a need as critical philosophy can meet. 
A mathemapcal nihilism of the sort embraced by such eminent 
mathematicians as the participants in today’s discussion might in- 
deed disconcert us were it not for our knowledge that it is their 
philosophical viewpoint that has made them renounce their 
mathematical knowledge. For this mathematical knowledge does 
not, as they recognize very clearly, fit into the metaphysical pat- 
tern that IS the pomt of departure of their philosophizing— that 
metaphysical pattern which, curiously enough, is dictated to 
them (as my analysis demonstrates) precisely by their jear of a 
priori knowledge and which crystallizes in their “ceterum cen- 
sed*': mathematicam esse delendam 


For the sake of this pattern, which is based on no knowledge 
whatsoez'er but on a mere compulsive notion, they unhesitatingly 
sacrifice the clearest and most lucid knowledge that we possess 
— indeed, the only knowledge that is clear and lucid per se. 

I prefer to strike the opposite course. If a philosophy, no mat- 
ter how attractive or plausible or ingenious it may be, brings me 
into conflict M'ith mathematics, I conclude that not mathematics 
but my philosophy is on the wrong track. 



VII 



THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF THE 
“THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE” * 

F we review the activity of this Congress so far, we become 
aware of tw o facts facts of which other sources might have 
informed us but which it is good to find here corroborated, 
^..e of them is heartening, the other must sadden us. What is 
gratifymg is that the mere existence of this Congress bears wit- 
ness to a belief in the possibility of philosophy as science. That an 
mternational congress for philosophy is possible presupposes the 
convictmn that there can be common philosophical endeavor- 
and such endeavor is possible only if w'e believe in philosophy as 
science. But this conviction is manifested even more clearly and 
strikmgly m the unusually close connection, at this Congress be- 
tw^een philosophy and the exact sciences; and the union of science 
Md philosophy in the personality of our honored president 

poLSr' e-^pression of our faith that such union is 

As you know, there are many who ridicule a congress for 
philosophy, who feel that attendance at such a congress is be 

p2“e° comT”“w ’ f c“not be molded to 

P osophy is not a science. Thost howeie^vtl 'nVt ” 
this opimon must welcome the lively interest this Tonn™. i, 

rphtso^ty program lays on thefelatiom 

belief in pLlLphy a™r “ 

But even Aough we who have convened here believe in the 

PyWisW in Abbm,d- 

er Fhilosopbie (Leipzig, 1918) deliveretf nn I \ ^^fomiation 

temauonal Congress for Philosophy at Bologna. 



i86 


Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 


possibility of a scientific philosophy, we must ask ourselves 
et er we really possess such a philosophical science; and we 
must m aU honesty confess-and this is the second, saddening 
fact of which this Congress makes us aware-that at present the 
state of philosophy is not that of a science. We have observed, 
and the discussions have borne it in upon us, that there is no 
unanimity among those present on even the most elementary 
pfmosophical questions. The more we are concerned with 
achieving the goal of philosophy as a science, the more important 
it must be to us not to gloss over this fact, that philosophy is not 
nou a science, but rather to bring it out as clearly as possible. 
I bus \\ e shall find occasion all the sooner to scrutinize the rea- 
sons why we have not yet succeeded in making a science of 
philosophy and to inquire in what way we may hope to put an 
end to this unseemly state of affairs. 

This is the iroblem to the solution of which my address will 
attempt to make a contribution. 

The nature of this task obliges me to deal primarily with the 
formulation of our problem and with questions of method. In so 
doing, I am undertaking nothing new: our age is strikingly rich 
in such methodological research. Indeed, it has been regarded as 
a failing, as a sort of morbid symptom, that current philosophy is 
preponderantly concerned with the question of its proper 
method. I cannot share that point of view. Whatever the case 
may be in other sciences, in philosophy it is not a sign of decline 
but a sign of convalescence, when attention is paid above all to 
the correct method. In other sciences the cognitive material that 
is to be reduced to scientific form is accessible to us through rela- 
tively simple procedures, and we do not require a special pre- 
liminary investigation to find out how we can make it our o\vn; 
but in philosophy everything is based on just such a methodologi- 
cal preliminary study. For the sum total of rhe cognitions that 
are to form the content of philosophical science are not available 
to us without special effort, and everything turns on how we go 
about getting hold of them. Consequently, the trustworthiness 
of our results depends altogether on our choice of method. Dif- 
ficult though it may be to achieve unanimity regarding this 
method, it is futile to enter into a discussion of specific results un- 
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til this has been achieved. Even though the many methodological 
efforts of recent times have not yet led to the desired goal, we 
may not on that account conclude that it would be better to 
abandon such methodological research in order finally to turn 
from the method to the real matter at hand. On the contrary, it is 
my opinion that if methodological work has not hitherto met 
with the hoped-for success, that is only because it has not at- 
tacked its task vigorously enough. If only this work is carried on 
with the necessary earnestness and energy, the correct way will 
soon be found to escape from philosophical anarchy to a harmo- 
nious and planned scientific endeavor. 


It must strike a dispassionate observer of the development of 
philosophy in recent times as particularly remarkable that the 
contention and variety of philosophical opinions is greatest in 
just that discipline whose specific intention it has been to put an 
end to the fruitless quarrels of the earlier academic metaphysics, 
namely, in the studies on the “theory of knowledge” (Erkennt- 
nistheorie) .* These studies were originally undertaken with 
the sole purpose of making the philosophical problems, which 
V ithout them appeared unsolvable, accessible to scientific treat- 
ment, either by establishing thus a scientific metaphysics or by 
ascertammg once and for all through a “theory of knowledge” 
the impossibility^ of such a scientific metaphysics. How is it to be 
explamed that this apparently highly justified hope for a peaceful 
scientific form of philosophy has not only not been realized but 
on the conttarv has immeasurably widened the dissension among 
the schools? I shall show that this curious phenomenon has a very 
simple cause, and that the problem of the “theory of knowledge” 
IS simdar to many allied problems in other sciences. We very 
often find that a problem we haye disputed at great length with- 

out to be one 

at simply pemits of no solution or one y^hose solution (if we 
can call it that) is not the hoped-for positive finding but mher 

the proof of its unsolvability. lauier 

« 
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I shall, therefore, prove the impossibility of the “theory of 
tnowledge, but m order not to conclude with a negative un- 
:onstructive result, I shall enter into the question as to what posi- 
ive consequences can perhaps be drawn from this fact-the 
luestion whether we are thus obliged to abandon the search for 
)hilosophy as science, whether, in other words, we must relapse 
nto dogmatic metaphysics, or whether perhaps there is a third 
lath which really leads to our goal. I believe I can show you that 
nis last IS the case, and I hope that my address itself will provide 
mu with an illustration that we can follow this path. 

Fust of all, I shall say as much regarding the method I shall 
mploy as is necessary to an understanding of my exposition. 

AVhen we concern ourselves with philosophy as science, it is 
latural for us to take the example of the exact sciences as a model, 
hough we know, or at least we should know from Kant, that we 
annot blindly transfer to philosophy a method that is appropri- 
te to the mathematical sciences. Pre-Kantian metaphysics made 
'recisely this mistake of trying to imitate in philosophy the usual 
ogmatic method of mathematics. Kant proved definitively the 
aultiness of this undertaking. But the relation of the two sci- 
nces, philosophy and mathematics, has changed in a curious way 
ince Kant’s time: during the last century modem mathematics 
as developed in what is called axiomatics a method that corre- 


3onds exactly to the one Kant demanded for philosophy. This 
; the regressive method, the importance of which does not he in 
xtending our knowledge, adding new truths to the fund of those 
heady known, elaborating their consequences, but rather in 
camming the knovm truths with regard to their preassumptions. 
: serves as a means of investigating the conditions of the solva- 
ility of a problem before we attack the problem itself; it assures 
s whether or not the problem is solvable at all and what presup- 
ositions are already implicit in the mere setting of the problem; 
determines what presuppositions are necessary and sufficient 
)r a definite solution of a problem. 


I wish to apply this method to the problem of the “theory of 
oowledge,” also called the problem of knowledge. This prob- 
m is that of the objective validity of our knowledge. It is the 
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task of a “theory of knowledge” to test the truth or objective 
vahdity of our knowledge. I maintain that a solution of this prob- 
lem is impossible, and I prove this as follows: 

In order to solve this problem, we should have to have a crite- 
rion by the apphcation of which we could decide whether or not 
a cognition is true; I shall call it briefly the “validity criterion.” 
This criterion would itself either be or not be a cognition. If it be 
a cognition, it would fall within the area of what is problematic, 
the validity of which is first to be solved with the aid of our crite- 
rion. Accordingly, it cannot itself be a cognition. But if the cri- 
terion be not a cognition, it M'ould nevertheless, in order to be 
applicable, have to be known, i.e., wt should have to know that 
it is a criterion of the truth. But in order to gain this knovt'ledge of 
the criterion, we should already have had to apply it. In both 
cases, therefore, we encounter a contradiction. A “validity crite- 
rion is consequently impossible, and hence there can be no 
theory of knowledge.” 

One need only take any example in order to make the content 
of this proof clearer. For instance, someone might assert that 
agreement of thinking subjects with one another is the criterion 
m question. To be able to apply this criterion, we should have to 
know that agreement of various subjects is a criterion of the 
ttuth of their knowledge. But in order to know this, we should 
have to apply this criterion itself to the assumption that agree- 
ment is the criterion in question. We should have to convince 
ourselves that all subjects agree on the assertion that agreement 

roin this the truth of this assumption, we should already have 
had to presuppose that it is correct, i.e., that agreement is a “valid 

zrrf th “k Jit 

would mvolve an inner contradiction. ^ 

Or someone might claim that obviousness is the criterion In 

ha“vTm beV"^" applicable, it would 
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obviousness, we should already have had to presuppose that ob- 
viousness is a criterion of truth. It is therefore impossible to 
achieve the knowledge in question. 

Or let us take pragmatism. If the usefulness of a notion is to 
be the sought-after criterion of truth, we should have to know 
m order to be able to apply this criterion, that usefulness is the 
criterion of truth. W e should therefore have to know that it is 
useful to think that useful thinking is the true thinking, and thus 
we should have to presuppose that the usefulness of thinking is a 
criterion of its truth. So here, too, we meet the same contradic- 
tion; and it is the same in every other case. 


Now, what is the preassumption that we make in setting the 
problem of a theory of knowledge” and that involves the con- 
tradiction we have observed? It is important, first of all, to realize 
that such a preassumption is really imphcit in the problem, and 
that the alleged absence of preassumptions, proudly proclaimed 
by the “theory of knowledge,” is simply a chimera. If one asks 
whether one possesses objectively vahd cognitions at all, one 
thereby presupposes that the objectivity of cognition is question- 
able at first, and that we can assure ourselves of this objectivity 
only indirectly, namely, through the process of the “theory of 
knowledge.” What can be said about this preassumption, which 
is indispensable to the “theory of knowledge”? 

Let us begin by drawing up a clearer picture of the meaning 
and content of this preassumption. It seems at first to be nothing 
more than an application of the logical principle of sufficient 
reason, according to which every assertion needs a verification. 
And indeed, the “theory of knowledge” stands or falls with the 
preassumption of the necessity of verifying every cognition; for 
the task of this discipline is none other than to verify our cogni- 
tion. Although this very preassumption seems to aim at the elim- 
ination of all pre judgments, the contradiction it leads to, demon- 
strated above, makes us aware that some error must lie concealed 


•reassumption 


ment. 


This contradiction really lies in the followmg: If every cogni- 
tion needs a verification, that is equivalent to saying that it pre- 
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supposes another cognition as its ground, to which it must be 
traced back if it is to be asserted as truth. The contradiction lies 
in the proposition, here implied, of the itiediacy of all knowledge. 
For if every cognition were possible only on the ground of an- 
other, we should have to execute an infinite regression in order to 
reach any true cognition, and hence no verification of cognitions 
would be possible. 

We can phrase this result in another way. If one asserts the 
mediacy of all knowledge in the manner just outlined, one there- 
with asserts that every cognition is a ftidginem. The word “judg- 
ment” is here used in its usual sense to mean the assertion of a 
thought that is in itself problematic. Every judgment presupposes 
a notion that is not in itself assertoric but to \\’hich the assertion 
is only mediately added. However, this preassumption that every 
cognition is a judgment involves also another, namely, that the 
verification of a cognition can only be a proof. A proof is the 
tracing back of one judgment to another that contains the logical 
ground of the first. But if there is no other verification of judg- 
ments except proof, no verification of judgments is possible at all; 
for all proof consists only in the tracing back of the judgment to 
be proved to unproved and unprovable judgments. Therefore, 
either there is another means of verifying judgments besides 
proof, or no verification of them is possible at all. 

The above-demonstrated preassumption in the “theory of 
knowledge”— and on this point I should like to lay particular 
stress involves not only the logical contradiction we haye dis- 
cussed; it also contradicts psychological facts. It contains, as we 
have seen, the psychological conclusion that eyery cognition is a 
judpnent; but this statement contradicts the facts of inner ex- 
perience. To conyince ourselves of the existence of coanitions 
that are not judgments, we need only consider any intuition at all 
such as an ordinary sensory perception. For example, I haye a 
sensory perception of the sheet of paper that lies here on the table 
before me. This perce^mn is, first of all, a cognition, not merely 
a problematic notion The existential assertion that is an element 
of this cogmtion is, howeyer, not a judgment. To be sure, I can 
also render in a judgment the same circumstances that I here cocr- 
nize through the perception; but when I judge that a piece of 



192 Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 

paper is lying before me on the table, that is an altogether dif- 
erent sort of cognition from the perception of this situation. I 
need concepts for the judgment, e.g., the concept “table,” the 
concept paper etc. I connect these concepts in a certain man- 
ner and assert that objective reality pertains to this combination 
of concepts. Perception, on the other hand, has no need of any 

... , • 1^ ^ of its objects whatso- 

ever; rather, It IS Itself an originally assertoric notion— is, in other 
\vords, an immediate cognition. 

Thus we find that problematic notions are not that which is 
origmal, to which objectivity would have to be contributed from 
some other source, but that it is cognition itself thatis original. 
It IS correct that judgments are possible only on the basis oi con- 
cepts, which are problematic notions; nevertheless, this does not 
apply to cogmtion as such. With this ascertainment the problem 
of the “theory of knowledge” disappears: the possibility of cog- 
nition is not a problem but a fact. ° 

We must now scrutinize this factual character of cognition. 
Once one is clear in one s mind about it, one will see a problem 
not in the possibility of cognition but rather in the possibility of 
error. For if we originally have only cognitions, the question pre- 
sents itself how error can arise at all. To solve this problem, we 
need only inquire into the relation of judgments to immediate 
knoydedge. In and of itself a judgment is not yet a cognition; it is 

it reiterates an immediate 
cognition. Judgments are acts of reflection, and to that extent 
arbitrary’’. The combination of concepts in judgments is arbi- 
trary^ and hence depends on a factor that is foreign to cognition. 
The truth of judgmeiits, namely, their correspondence with im- 
mediate knovdedge, is not an origmal fact; it is rather a task that 
we arbitrarily set ourselves so far as our interest in truth motivates 
US; and in the choice of the means for the accomplishment of this 
task we can be mistaken. 

Before I proceed to develop the consequences of my previous 
observations, I should like to illuminate the impossibility of the 
“theoi^^ of knowledge” from another angle. The impossibility 
of such theory can be proved also in the following manner. Since 
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for this discipline knowledge is not a fact but a problem, the 
“theory of knowledge,” in order to solve this problem, cannot 
assume any knowledge as given; rather, it must begin solely with 
problematic notions, that is, mere concepts. Now, only analytic 
judgments can be developed from mere concepts, and they never 
provide a new cognition, which can only consist in synthetic 
judgments. Thus our task amounts to deriving synthetic from 
merely analytic j udgments. 

That this task, however, is incapable of execution can be 
proved as follows. If we assume that it is possible to derive syn- 
thetic from merely analytic judgments, then there must appear 
somewhere in the series of syllogisms a syllogism both of whose 
premises are stiU analytic while the conclusion is already syn- 
thetic. But if both the premises of this syllogism, major as w'ell as 
minor, are analytic, this means that, on the one hand, the major 
term of the syllogism is already contained in the middle term and, 
on the other hand, the middie term is already contained in the 
minor term. But with major term thus contained in middle, as 
well as middle in minor term, then the major term is also already 
contained in the minor term, i.e., the conclusion must also be ana- 
lytic, contrary to our assumption. Thus it is impossible ever to 
derive a synthetic judgment from merely analytic judgments, 
and the task of the theory of knowledge,” to show how knowl- 
edge can arise from purely problematic notions, consequently 
cannot be accomplished. 

I presuppose for this second proof of the impossibility of the 
theory of Imowledge” that one concedes my distinction be- 
tween analytic and synthetic judgments. I shall therefore briefly 
consider the principal objection that is raised against this distinc- 
tion. It has been held that this distinction is variable and unpre- 
cise, so that one and the same judgment can at different times and 
tor different people be now analytic, now synthetic; conse- 
quently a mutation of a judgment from the one type to the other 
IS possible. Ihis objection vanishes when we discriminate be- 
tween judgments and their linguistic expression. What varies and 
K ^precise is only the co-ordination between the expression and 

and different times 

and for different people, have different meanings, and for this 
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reason, to be sure, one and the same sentence can stand here for 
an analytic, there for a synthetic, judgment. Whoever concludes 
rrom this that the division of judgments into analytic and syn- 
thetic IS unprecise thereby confounds [fixed] concepts and 
[changing] word significations. 

It is only tlirough this same confusion that the dialectical illu- 
sion arises in attempts to solve the problem of the “theory of 
knowledge.” All these endeavors tend toward a renewal of the 
old, log-icizing metaphysics and accordingly can be no more than 
a repetition of the same old errors in new guise. The apparent 
success of attempts to create metaphysics from mere logic rests 
only on the ambiguity of words. This alone makes it possible, in 
“theories of knowledge,” unconsciously to foist off an analytic 

judgment as a synthetic one by expressing them both in the same 
sentence. 

I should hke to adduce nvo examples of what I have just said, 
which at the same time will serve to clarify the importance of the 
basic thought I have presented and to distinguish it from other 
views with which it might perhaps be confused. 

The answer to the question whether or not we possess valid 
know’ledge — no matter what this answer may be — can only be 
sought in a synthetic judgment, since it is concerned with a fact. 
And yet it would appear as if we could prove our possession of 
knowledge purely logically by demonstrating a contradiction in 
the opposite assumption. This contradiction, with which abso- 
lute skepticism has time and again been reproached since Plato, 
is well known. It is said: Whoever asserts his inabihty to know 
anything is contradicting himself, for he claims to know what he 
is asserting, namely, his inability to know anything; and it fol- 
lows from this contradiction that he knows something. This 
reasoning is not sound. It is, to be sure, contradictory if someone 
claims to know that he knows nothing; but it does not follow, by 
any means, from this contradiction that he knows something; it 
follows only that he does not know what he claims to know, 
namely, that he knows nothing. The contradiction lies not in 
the skeptical assumption that we know nothing but in the other 
assumption that we can know this. It is not judgment A, “I know 
nothing,” but judgment B, “I know that I know nothing,” that 
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leads to a logical contradiction; hence it follows only that judg- 
ment B is false, not judgment The refutation of skepticism by 
such a theory rests only on the confusion of these t\s'o j udgnients. 

This result, viz., insight into the impossibility or a positive 
validation of knowledge, might induce us to make the opposite 
attempt to decide the problem negatively. If no verification of 
the validity of our know^ledgc is possible, it seems to follow that 
we can know nothing about the validity of our knowledge, that 
we shall therefore have to regard it skeptically. But this skeptical 
conclusion from the impossibility of verifying knowledge is just 
as erroneous. It makes the tacit assumption that we can assert only 
that to be valid which can be verified; and this is precisely the 
same prejudice of the “theory of knowledge” on the basis of 
which we were, at the outset, led to the contradictory demand 
for a verification of knowledge. 

I mention this last particularly because it might be objected 
that my proof of the impossibility of the “theory of knowledge” 
simply reiterates an old idea, often enunciated by the skeptics. It 
can be seen from what has been said that the skeptical arguments 
in question prove too little. I do not assert the impossibility of the 
“theory of knowledge" in order to conclude that knowledge is 
impossible; rather, 1 assert that this skeptical conclusion, that 
knowledge is impossible, is itself merely a consequence of the 
prejudice held by the proponents of a “theory of knowledge." 
The contradiction I have pointed out is characteristic not only of 
the positive solution of the problem of the “theory of knowl- 
edge” but indeed of every supposed solution, and lienee also of 
the skeptical. 

The opposite mistake from this skeptical reasoning is to be 
found m certain other arguments to which one might wish to call 
my attention in order to trace back my proof of the impossibility 
of a theoiT of knowledge” to ideas that have long been known, 
I am thmtag of the attacks on the “theory of knowledge" initi- 
ated by Hegel and Herbart and especially championed by Lotze 
Md Bum; they all have in common the fact that they were 
launched m favor of dogmatism. Where the skeptical attacks 
prove too httle, these prove too much in that they postulate the 
necessity of a dogmatic metaphysics— a consequence that camot 
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c n be ZrJV ^ nothing 

an be decided by such vague arguments as, for example the 

gument that one cannot swim before going into the water or 

that cognition cannot cognize itself. In this way one could just 

as V ell prove the impossibUity of philology udth the assertion 

that one cannot use language with reference to language. 

The alternatives of the “theory of knowledge” and dogma- 

ar7rTh ^ ^ lodgments without any verification 

are, to be sure, inevitable as long as one adheres to the already re- 

ited presupposition that all cognitions are judgments. For on 
s presupposition one must necessarily extend the application 
f the principle of sufficient reason to all cognitions Whatsoever 
and, on the other hand, confuse the obvious impossibility of veri- 
fying every cognition with the postulation of unverifiable ]udg~ 
nients.^ If, ho^yever, one abandons the presupposition that everv 
cognition IS a judgment, the choice between a “theory of knowl- 
edge and dogmatism disappears. The possibility then opens up 
of satisfying the postulate of the verification of all judgments 

vnthout falling victim to the infinite regress of the “theory of 
knowledge.” ^ 

The criterion of truth that we here use does not give rise to the 
contradiction that we have found in the concept of the “validity 
criterion.” Indeed, the criterion of the truth of judgments cannot 
Itself be a judgment, but it does not for that reason have to lie 
outside cognition; instead, it lies in immediate knowledge, which 
in its turn does not consist of judgments. 

If philosophy wishes to be a science, it, like every science, will 
have to confine itself to this one task, the task of verifying judg- 
ments. It v'ill only then assert its ovm scientific existence or, 
rather, will first be able to achieve it when, instead of setting itself 
above the competence of science and sitting in judgment on the 
rights and qualifications of the various sciences, it is satisfied to 
take over for treatment a particular field of knowledge alongside 
the other individual disciplines. 

That this is possible and how we shall easily see if we call to 
mind the purpose the misinterpretation of which originally ere- 
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ated the problem of the “theory of knowledge.” If we disregard 
proofs, which only serve to trace judgments back to other judg- 
ments, and consider only the basic judgments, we find that these 
— unless they are analytic and have their ground in mere con- 
cepts — are verified by being traced back to intuition in accord- 
ance with the universal procedure in all special sciences. But, as 
Hume first pointed out, there are judgments where this means 
of verification fails, judgments that do not have their ground in 
intuition although they are not analytic: these are all the judg- 
ments through ^\'hich we conceive a necessary connection be- 
tween things. One such judgment is, for instance, the principle of 
causality. The verification of these judgments, which Kant 
called the synthetic judgments evolved through mere concepts,” 
is, indeed, the task to which metaphysicians have always, more or 
less gropingly, devoted their efforts but which Kant, through 
his generalization of the Humean problem, was the first to for- 
mulate scientifically. It is readily understandable that once the 
nature of these metaphysical judgments was clearly recog- 
nized, once the impossibility of tracing them back to the only 
recognized sources of knowledge— concept and intuition— was 
grasped, it was tempting (for lack of an immediate knowledge 
on which to ground them) to try to verify them through com- 
parison with the object, i.e., through the “theory of knowledge.” 


Our rejection of this cast to the problem as an inadmissible 
misconstrucoon exposes Hume’s original problem in its true sig- 
mficance. The possibility of verifying metaphysical judgments, 
and therewith the life or death of metaphysics as a science de- 
pends on the solution of this problem. But it can easily be demon- 
s ated that its solution can only be sought in psychology. We 
cannot develop the metaphysical judgments immediately from 

can be developed from the intuition of space, for L nature and 
even the existence of this source of knowledge are precisely what 
are being questioned: this source is not readily at our dLosal- 
rather, we must first search for it. The problem at hand, corr^ectly 

of a certain kind of co^ 
nition, namely, immediate metaphysical knowledge. This is first 
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of all a questimi of facts, and consequently a question that can 

only be decided by way of experience. Secondly, the object 

whose factuality is in question is a cognition; and cognitions, 

whatever their object may be, are themselves only the object of 

inner experience. Therefore, the Hume-Kant problem can only 

e resolved through psychology, i.e., through the science of 
inner experience. 

Now, what are the possible, that is, a priori conceivable, solu- 
tions of this problem? 

Initially, the opinion is conceivable that the difficulty that 
gives rise to the problem only seems to exist, and that the so-called 
metaphysical” judgments can actually, as the metaphysicians 
before Hume endeavored, be traced back to the then recognized 
sources of knowledge, i.e., mere reflection or intuition. Indeed, 
if \\ e presuppose the completeness of the disjunction between re- 
flection and intuition as sources of knowledge, any other way to 
verify the judgments in question is logically inconceivable. 

If one chooses reflection as the source of knowledge of the 
metaphysical judgments, one arrives at metaphysical logicism; 
if intuition, metaphysical mysticism. If, however, one rejects 
both sources of knowledge for the metaphysical judgments, 
holding still to the exclusiveness of these two sources of knowl- 
edge, there remains only the conclusion that no source of knowl- 
edge exists as basis for the metaphysical judgments, that they are 
therefore altogether unverifiable, and hence are fraudulent as- 
sertions. This is the consequence of metaphysical empiricism. 

These attempts at solution through metaphysical logicism, 
mysticism, and empiricism exhaust the logical possibilities avail- 
able under the presupposition of the completeness of the dis- 
junction between reflection and intuition as sources of knowl- 
edge. It has been generally assumed heretofore that therewith 
all the logically possible solutions of the problem have been ex- 
hausted. This would indeed be the case if the completeness of 
the disjunction between reflection and intuition as sources of 
knowledge were logically assured. 

Now, it seems to be logically self-evident that a cognition that 
is not intuitive must arise from concepts and therefore from re- 
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flection, and vice versa, that a cognition we possess indepcnd- 
endy of reflection must pertain to intuition. This is true, to be 
sure, if we defiiie intuidon as nonreflcctivc knowledge, but such 
a defimdon does not correspond to linguistic usage. According 
to general usage \\ c understand “intuition” to mean a knowledge 
of which we are immediately conscious. But not every imme- 
diate cognidon is necessarily a cognition of which we are im- 
mediately conscious. There is no contradiction in the assumption 
that a cognidon that docs not arise from reflection reaches our 
consciousness only through the mediation of reflection. Imme- 
diacy of cognition and immediacy of consciousness of the cogni- 
tion are logically t^-o different thmgs. The illusion of the logmal 

completene^ of the disjuncuon betu een reflection and intuition 
as soMces of knowledge arises only as a result of the confusion 

^ ^he false con- 

of^tion ™ consciousness from the immediacy 

^emonstradon of the logical incompleteness of this dis- 

t cSrtrt Problem. 

cured Sinrp ™ ^ ^ cognition, is m its turn logically se- 

possibilides of solution above-considered 

further quesdon of how we 

attempts at soludon ie whirh f !^^*^"’cen these various 

theories is psychologiaUv Correct 

the realm of purely lomra 1 mV; * * j question we leave 

imier experience Anfh. ^^iticism and turn to the testimony of 

long ago^ “• “ttselves of work done 

logicism and metaphysical mv«cr,r ^ ^^"‘^^^"'nictaphysical 

futedbyHume. ^ ^ ^icism— have already been re- 



200 


Socratic Method and Critical Philosophy 


Logicism, such as formed the basis of scholastic metaphysics 
and which has been revived in the “theory of knowledge,” breaks 
down on the psychological fact of the indirectness and emptiness 
of reflection. Reflection can analyze and elucidate cognitions 
elsewhere provided but cannot of itself creatively beget new 

cogmtions, that is to say, it is a source only of analytic, but not 
of synthetic, judgments. 

Metaphysical mysticism, such as forms the basis for neo- 
Platonic mysticism in its old and new forms, breaks down on the 
psychological fact of the original obscurity of metaphysical 
knowledge. There is no immediate obviousness in metaphysical 
truths; we cannot derive these cognitions from an “intellectual 
intuition”; they reach our consciousness only through thinking 
(reflection) , through abstracting from the intuitively given con- 
tent of empirical judgments. 

If, then, we are not permitted to seek the source of the meta- 
physical judgments either in intuition or reflection, two ways are 
still open to us: either we can dispute altogether the existence of 
metaphysical knowledge; or we can abandon the assumption of 
the exclusiveness of reflection and intuition as sources of knowl- 


nomntuitive 


non. 


Hume sought the basic fallacy of the theories he refuted in 
their assumption that we possess metaphysical cognition at all; in 
this way he was led to his negative attempt at solution and hence 
to metaphysical empiricism. His task then became not that of 
verifying the metaphysical judgments but that of explaining psy- 
chologically the illusion that calls forth these judgments, i.e., of 
explaining how the claim to knowledge asserted in these judg- 
ments is possible without presupposing an actual source of knowl- 
edge, merely as a product of the blind mechanism of the associa- 
tion of ideas. The question now arises whether this task is capable 
of fulfillment. 

Hume believed that he could find the basis for the jud^ents 
that were the object of his problem in the psychological principle 
of the expectancy of similar cases. But he was not unaware of the 
difficulty to be encountered in basing this principle on the laws 
of association. Association explains only that event A reminds 
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me of a previous event B connected with it, but not that I expect 
the reoccurrence of B. The remembered thought, as such, is only 
problematic, whereas expectation comprises an assertion w hich 
— whether it be one of certainty or only of probability — cannot 
be explained by association alone. Hume tried to overcome this 
dilBcdty by presenting the difference between problematic and 
assertoric notions as merely one of degree, basing this difference 
on a difference in the intensity of the clarity of the notions. On 
this supposition our recollection would, indeed, after sufficiently 
frequent reproduction, be able to pass over into an expectation 
merely through the effectiveness of the association. But this 
Humean hypothesis, that the difference between problematic 
and assertoric notions is only one of degree, contradicts the facts 

^ self-observation. This is generally admitted today; and so 
Hume’s attempted solution collapses. 

It IS easy so to generalize this criticism of Hume’s theory that 
mrough it any empirical attempt at solution, whatever its nature, 
IS excluded. The problem lies in the actual existence of certain 
jud^ents through uffiich we conceive a necessary connection 
of things. What is important here is not the assertion that the 
merely problematic thought of a necessary connection, which is 
to be found m these judgments, cannot be explained through 
a^ociation. To be sure, every connection of ideas must be ex- 
phcable by the laws of association. What we must explain here 
owever, is not a connection of ideas but the idea of connection. 
Ibis IS m Its content an entirely new conception vis-a-vis the 

m thought of as connected- ac- 

mae association bnt presupposes a source of knowledge of L 

show',^lfth“'^“ metaphysical logicism and mysticism 

S “her Zr™ 'T''“ of borh 

tnese other theories, we have proof of the correctness of 

“Lztf tT' ”’"1" tK: 

conclusion T« V * Permitted us only the 

conclusion that, ,f we possess metaphysical knowledge at all, the 
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e^tence of nonintuitive immediate knowledge must be assumed. 
But we were not yet able to claim that this condition is validj 
rather, the possibility was still open to us of following Hume in 
the opposite direction and concluding, from the dogmatic dis- 
junction of the sources of knowledge, that metaphysical knowl- 
edge is impossible. It is only after we have also refuted this em- 
piristic consequence that we are able, in connection with the 
exclusion of metaphysical logicism and mysticism, to conclude 
the existence of nonintuitive immediate knowledge. We thus 
can, at the same time, supplement the proof of the logical in- 
completeness of the dogmatic disjunction with the proof of its 
psychological falsity. 

At this j uncture we perceive what we have gained from our 
previous logical analysis of the several possible solutions of the 
problem. In addition to the fact that this analysis at once pre- 
cludes us from the contradictory attempt to find in the “theory 
of knowledge” a solution of the problem, it also prevented us 
from too hastily excluding from our range of choices what at 
first sight appeared to be a logically impossible course. The 
service that this analysis rendered us is all the more important 
since in our case the course that, by and large, has not even been 
considered heretofore is precisely the only one that really leads 
to a solution. Without this preparation through such a logical 
criticism one continually runs the danger of blinding oneself, 
through the deceptive illusion of the dogmatic disjunction, to 
the most obvious facts of self-observation. On the supposition 
of the completeness of this disjunction, as we have seen, the facts 
of the emptiness of reflection, the nonintuitive nature of meta- 
physical toowledge and the actual existence of metaphysical 
knowledge cannot be logically reconciled with one another be- 
cause one of these facts always contradicts the consequences 
of the other two. And so — as, moreover, the history of philoso- 
phy bears in on us — without that critical analysis we are con- 
stantly driven hither and thither between these three equally 
necessary, but mutually contradictory, consequences. But the 
antinomy in which we thus become entangled is immediately 
resolved once we become aware of the prejudice that lies behind 
it, set aside all dogmatic suppositions, and look only the facts 

themselves in the eye. 
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We cm accordingly epitomize the results of these critical 
observations as follow's: 

On the assumption of the exclusiveness of reflection and in- 
tuition as sources of knowledge, \vc have a choice only between 
metaphysical logicism, mysticism, and empiricism; that is to say, 
we have only the choice of contesting citlier the fact of the 
emptiness of reflection, or the fact of the nonintuitive nature of 
rnetaphysical knowledge, or the fact of the existence of meta- 
physical knowledge — or, finally, we may conclude from these 
three facts that nonintuitive immediate knowledge exists. 


In conclusion, let us consider what we have gained in all this 
compared to the “theory of knowledge.” 

If we must admit the possibility of metaphysics, we still need 
a criterion by which to distinguish between legitimate and spuri- 
ous metaphysical assertions. But here we are exposed to the diffi- 
culty that this criterion must itself be metap lysical in nature 
smee we know it can lie neither in reflection nor in intuition 

why re- 
course had to be taken to the “theory of knowledge.” For since 

metaphysics can obviously no more contain in itself the basis of 

the validity of its judgments than can any other discipline this 

etr IIk , 'vhM,, how! 

ever, m its turn could no more derive its content from mere re 

flection or intuition than metaphysics itself could. It is therefore 
ot smprismg that so far no one who has gone into this higher 
disciplme has been able to disclose its origins ^ 

edfe Whh “ r ^ S consequence of the confusion of knowl- 

lies the basis of “ ^ 

precLl; Te!^ wc^se^^l'^T 

logiol critique is so fruitful J met^ir 
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we find the basis of metaphysical judgments in an immediate 
cognition, we do not become immediately conscious of this cog- 
nition in such a way as would enable us to compare it directly 
with the metaphysical judgments in order to verify them. Rather, 
in order to execute this verification, i.e., to trace back the meta- 
physical judgments to the immediate knowledge that forms their 
ground, we must first ingeniously bring this immediate knowl- 
edge to light and therefore make it the object of psychological 
investigation. 

Hence we need a special science to verify metaphysical judg- 
ments. But this science is no “theory of knowledge”: it does not 
itself contain the basis of metaphysical judgments but only serves 
to bring it to light. For this very reason, also, the empirical and 
psychological character of this science is entirely compatible 
with the rational and metaphysical nature of the propositions it 
is to verify. For the basis of the metaphysical propositions does 
not lie in the assertions of this psychological critique but in 
immediate metaphysical knowledge. 

Perhaps we can best clarify this relation by drawing an analogy 
from critical mathematics. In geometric axiomatics is to be found 
the proposition of the unprovability of the parallel postulate. 
Here, then, we must distinguish between two propositions: 
proposition A, the parallel postulate, and proposition B, which 
states that proposition A cannot be proved. Now, proposition B 
can be proved. There is nothing paradoxical in this, because A 
is a proposition from the system of geometry, whereas B belongs 
only to critique. B does not contain the ground of A but simply 
has A as its object. The situation in the critique of the meta- 
physical propositions is altogether analogous. Let us take, for 
example, the principle of causality, which we shall call C. Then 
psychological critique proves proposition D: There exists a non- 
intuitive immediate cognition which contains the ground of C. 
C is a proposition from the system of metaphysics and as such 
is rational; D is a proposition from psychological critique and as 
such is empirical. D does not contain the ground of C but simply 
has C as its object. 

Of course, this positive importance of psychology for the 
verification of metaphysics can only be asserted from the view- 
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point of criticism. A logicistic or mystic metaphysics has no need 
of psychology. Nevertheless — and this should no longer be over- 
looked— psychology has a negative importance for every sort of 
metaphysics (and anti-metaphysics!), which manifests itself in 
the fact that every metaphysics — consciously or unconsciously 
— comprises a psychological preassumption regarding its source 
of knowledge, in view of which every metaphysics must submit 
to criticism through comparison with the psychological facts. In 
this general psychological criticism we arc providcc with a limit- 
ing principle, by the help of which, over and beyond logical 
criticism, we can at least e.xclude all those metaphysical doctrines, 
consistent in themselves, which stand from the very start in con- 
tradiction to psychological facts. 

Herewith, also, the dispute is transferred to a field more ac- 
cessible to scientific treatment, and in which it is possible to work 
on common problems according to a common method. Only 
after we have succeeded in making truly manifest the importance 
of the general logical and psychological criticism that we have 
been considering, can we hope to launch a program of co- 
operative and fruitful scientific endeavor in philosophy in the 
place of divisive and barren dogmatic (juarrels. 
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